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ABSTRACT 



This report characterizes the decide 1985-1995 as a series 
of false starts in reform of teacher education in the United States. The main 
purpose of the report is to raise the question of whether the next decade of 
reform will be any different. Chapter 1 presents the problem: the need to do 
something about teacher education is reaching crisis proportions, and so much 
of the education reform agenda depends on a quality teaching force operating 
under professional working conditions. Chapter 2 uses the Holmes Group (a 
national consortium of nearly 100 research universities across the United 
States that has pushed for teacher education reform from 1985-1995) as a case 
illustration of some of the possibilities and difficulties of accomplishing 
significant improvements. The Holmes Group case analysis helps identify key 
issues that need to be addressed. Chapter 3 looks ahead to 2006 by taking 
stock of the recent convergence of high profile plans of action, questioning 
whether this will be another cycle of "rise and stall" or whether there is 
enough knowledge and care to make the required core improvements. (Contains 
74 references) . (SM) 
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FOREWORD 

A Beginning or an end? 



The Holmes Group, with which the substance of this stimulating 
report by Michael Fullan and his colleagues is concerned, lived in 
the public eye for 10 years. Its first annual meeting was held in 
the nation’s capital in January 1987, in a blaze of publicity and to 
the noise of the trumpets of pedagogical war. Ten years later, its 
last national meeting unrolled (symbolically perhaps) at the cross- 
roads of the nation in the city of St. Louis amidst exhortations to 
look towards new frontiers and the rich diversity of the United 
States. At some ontologically obscure moment in Missouri, the 
Holmes Group was honored with the appropriate obsequies, and 
its spirit reborn (or perhaps not) in the new form of the Holmes 
Partnership. These pages tell the story of that evolution, and as- 
sess the impact of 10 years of sustained hard work. They give a 
subtly balanced account of achievement and of failure. Although 
written as an evaluation for the Ford Foundation, which invested 
imaginatively in the work of a hardy band of pioneers, this report 
will be of great interest to a wider public. And not least to those 
who stubbornly believe that teachers and their quality are the crit- 
ical element in any sustained educational reform, while wondering 
anxiously whether much has yet been or even can be achieved in 
furnishing for the states (and indeed the world) such teachers in 
the numbers and of the character so urgently needed. 

The timing of the publication of the Rise and Stall report is 
propitious, coinciding as it does with a number of initiatives 
which are in two senses promising — full of promises, as well as of 
promise. The most central of these welcome initiatives, The Na- 
tional Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, is charac- 
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teristicaUy audacious (its own word) in establishing an overarch- 
ing goal for the next 10 years: “. . . by the year 2006, America will 
provide all students in the country with what should be their edu- 
cational birthright: access to competent, caring, and qualified 
teachers.” The Rise and Stall report leaves judiciously suspended 
in space an answer to the one question that matters: If Holmes 
did not achieve this noble ambition in the past 10 years (demon- 
strably much more difficult of an achievement than placing a man 
on the moon), how much more success will reward its current 
successors? I assume that the only reason for asking a foreigner to 
write this brief introductory section must be that I was the only 
total outsider present at the entrances and exits of the two nodal 
meetings in Washington and St. Louis, while persevering as an 
obsessive watcher of Holmes across the intervening decade. 

The Holmes Group, as first conceived by Judith Lanier of 
Michigan State University and a handful of like-minded fellow 
deans, was an alliance of 100 major research universities in the 
United States, dedicated to applying the intellectual and material 
resources of those powerful yet often rigid places to the deep and 
permanent improvement of the education of teachers. Holmes 
was to achieve for the education of teachers what Abraham Flex- 
ner had accomplished for doctors, albeit without falling into the 
sinister traps of elitism or, this time around, sacrificing to “profes- 
sional” ambitions the interests of women and minorities. In the 
best places, the education of teachers would at last become better 
(intellectually serious and professionally relevant), while in bad 
places it would cease. Although the tensions were from the begin- 
ning as sharp as they were unavoidable, the key goals were articu- 
lated in the most influential of the three Holmes publications, To- 
morrow J s Teachers (1986), and are well summarized in the Rise 
and Stall report. 

What is more, in the dawn of 1987, 1 presumed to tease both 
the company assembled in Washington and myself by naively ask- 
ing: “How will observers in exactly 10 years time know whether 
j’rhas happened?” and then proposing six deceptively simple and 
specific questions to serve as tests for the matching of achieve - 
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mcnt with ambition. “It” was what could be read as the program 
adumbrated in Tomorrow’s Teachers “together with the implica- 
tions which might be legitimately drawn from it. 1997 has now 
happened, and the last few words of this introduction must of 
course therefore disinter those dusty 1987 questions, and invite 
from each reader her or his own responses to them. 

Just as a good wine needs no bush, the Fullan et al. report 
strictly speaking needs no introduction. Indeed, what remains by 
way of prologue might be more usefully read after rather than be- 
fore the Rise and Stall report which follows. Since the Rise and 
Stall report offers its own nuanced answers to the problematical 
question of how much Holmes achieved, those answers deserve to 
be read before my own compressed reactions. Rise and Stalls 
conclusions will be endorsed by most of those who are familiar 
with the history, now fortified by the assurance that those conclu- 
sions are based not on general impressions but on well-defined 
and -described empirical data. For my own part, the only differ- 
ences to be proposed would be of proportion and emphasis, fla- 
vored perhaps by a more poignant sense of regret that some op- 
portunities — especially in the most recent years — were somehow 
lost. The most salient change since 1986 has without doubt been 
the installation of teacher education reform at or near the head of 
every agenda for educational regeneration: a hitherto neglected or 
subordinate theme has become dominant. Just as it has emerged 
as a commonplace that reform cannot be achieved without good 
teachers, so it has become axiomatic that good teachers need and 
deserve a first-class preparation. After some real or alleged initial 
reticence, the pursuit and achievement of greater equity — and the 
concomitant development of a teaching force more reflective of 
the accelerating diversity of American society as a whole — has 
been inserted at the core of teacher education reform. Specifically, 
the institution and funding of a network of Holmes Scholars, nur- 
turing able members of historic minorities for careers in educa- 
tional scholarship, has been an impressive and severely practical 
demonstration of that commitment. 
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The agenda of the research community has mirrored a cumu- 
lative change of emphasis, exemplified by the establishment and 
growth of a specialist division within the American Educational 
Research Association and (possibly even more importantly) by the 
dramatic expansion of participation in research and university- 
related activities by a host of K-12 teachers. The dismal gulf be- 
tween the best practicing teachers and the ethereal world of the 
university has been narrowed, as the rhetorical example of the his- 
tory of medical education suggested that it must be. The Profes- 
sional Development School (PDS), the very name of which en- 
joyed but a shadowy existence in 1987 and which was proposed 
by Holmes as the metaphorical analog of the teaching hospital, 
has now become a commonplace of the discourse of reform: so 
much so that there is a lurking danger of “PDS” becoming a vac- 
uous mantra rather than a carefully specified engine of reform. 

The late Ed Meade of the Ford Foundation was surely wise (as he 
so often was) to insist that the Holmes Group should have assert- 
ed ownership of the PDS as a complex yet practicable idea, as 
both the symbol and the engine of a new partnership between 
theory and practice, and that the Holmes Group should for that 
very reason have more vigorously resisted the indiscriminate ap- 
plication of the term to just any form of vaguely defined and often 
aspirational partnership. 

The Rise and Stall report which follows frankly acknowledges 
the difficulties of establishing any precise measure of the scale of 
real change or of attributing to the Holmes Group direct (and 
still less exclusive) responsibility for such change. However wide 
and balanced the samples examined, much of the research which 
validates the conclusions of this report is essentially an inquiry 
into opinion: into what leaders, advocates, actors, and critics be- 
lieved happened, or what they wished had happened, or what they 
felt about the efforts of others. While this collective subjectivity is 
a common, and perhaps unavoidable, weakness in much educa- 
tional research and evaluation, there is no reason to resist the con- 
clusions of the Rise and Stall report that change was indeed both 
substantial and widely dispersed throughout university campuses. 
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Nor is too much time wasted in these pages on disentangling the 
contribution made direcdy by Holmes from the persisting efforts 
of other groups. Across the years under review, the principles and 
efforts of Holmes, of John Goodlad’s network, of the Renaissance 
Group and of Ted Sizer and his associates (to name but a few) in- 
terlocked and reinforced one another. Reform groups are not mu- 
tually exclusive sects (even if overzealous advocates sometimes 
speak as though they were) and in practice 
most of those propelling university- based 
teacher reform were content to be eclec- 
tic, drawing upon serviceable ideas and 
supportive networks as their needs dictat- 
ed. The Holmes Group was a powerful 
stimulus to reform although it was, of 
course, content to take as well as to give. 

What, then, of those six questions left: 
hanging in the chilly Washington air in January 1987? Did a it* in- 
deed happen? The cryptic questions projected forward to 1997 
were: 

1. Has the word “professional” become redundant? 

2. Are teachers more cheerful? 

3. Are principals teachers? 

4. Is teacher education perceived as a graduate activity? 

5. Has the number of sites been reduced? 

6. Have colleges of education changed? 

There was, of course, no suggestion that these were the only 
or even the most important questions; but it was hoped that a fu- 
ture effort to revisit them would give some indication of what 
had, and what had not, been achieved in the intervening decade. 

Has the word “professional” become redundant? The central 
argument here was that, certainly in the field of education, the 
word professional had been perilously overused, and especially by 
unions and other advocates. Of course, it was devoudy to be 
hoped that teaching would be at least as well-respected as in 
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(some) other countries, that it might acquire a greater control 
over its own standards, that its practitioners might be better re- 
warded. But it would be dangerous to turn a slogan into a policy, 
or (given the current debates on these themes) to imply that 
teachers wished arrogandy to extract from society the same privi- 
leges as doctors or lawyers already enjoyed. Professionalism, not 
to say professionism, no longer represented self- justifying virtues. 
Nor was it self-evident that it was dogmatically necessary to assert 
that teaching was ideally (like medicine) a lifelong career, that the 
only worthy teachers were those who dedicated their whole work- 
ing lives to the classroom, or that the only way to prepare teachers 
was to take them raw at the age of 18 or so, inject them with a 
preparatory course, and c launch them for life. Finally, it was obfus- 
cating to suggest that establishing teaching as a profession presup- 
posed that all teachers were essentially somehow identical, or 
equally professional. Holmes, like the 1986 Carnegie Forum, ar- 
gued instead for a more open, varied, flexible, and lifelong pattern 
of teacher development, and indeed of diversity of role. The blan- 
ket term “profession” did not serve these purposes well. Has the 
word professional become redundant? No. 

Are teachers more cheerful? The greater variety and expertise 
(professionalism if you must) of teachers would allow them more 
space for creativity, commitment, and autonomy. They would be- 
come less Taylorized, less subject to oversight by school boards or 
regulation by an anxious state, more confident in their knowledge 
and skills. Are they? No. 

Are principals teachers? Any foreign observer of American 
schools in the 1980s would have been struck by the schism be- 
tween principals and teachers. Principals were not, in spirit and by 
formal qualification, the best of the teachers: rather, they were 
seeking to join a quite different corporation, that of the adminis- 
trators. If they wished to advance far in that supposedly superior 
cadre, then they would need higher degrees in administration, 
which colleges of education were likely too happy to provide. 
Principalship and its subordinate branches was the conventional 
means of escape from the classroom. The Holmes view of educa- 
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tional leadership was by contrast one in which teaching and learn- 
ing were more important than the banausic tasks of accountancy 
and management. This was an integral part of a coherent policy, 
further articulated in later publications, affirming the integrity of 
the educating professions, within which there would be a healthy 
continuity of instructors (not, it must be said, a happy term), pro- 
fessional teachers, career professional teachers, counselors, admin- 
istrators, curriculum developers, researchers. Curiously, this sim- 
ple idea never took root. In spite of the strenuous efforts of a 
handful of zealots, the Holmes Group never succeeded (least of 
all in the discussions leading up to its final publication) in shifting 
from a monocular preoccupation with “teachers” (in the antique 
sense) to a broader emphasis upon educating all those who are 
concerned with the learning of young people. Are principals 
teachers? Evidendy not. 

Is teacher education perceived as a graduate activity? The 
Holmes Group originally argued that it must be, then lost its 
nerve. The economic and logistic, rather than the intellectual, ar- 
gument prevailed and the status quo was too deeply entrenched. 

It at first believed that teacher education should be disentangled 
from the work of the arts and sciences, whose proper business 
would then be the provision of a sound general education appro- 
priate for all citizens, of course including future teachers. This 
greater clarity of function would eliminate much of the territorial 
friction between education and the arts and sciences, sharpen the 
focus of graduate programs of professional education, clarify a dis- 
tinction between the teaching of (say) mathematics and the teach- 
ing of the teaching of math. The Holmes Group was not original- 
ly conceived (and this is one of the few points on which I would 
wish to adjust the argument of the report) as a pressure group of 
colleges of education, and still less of their deans. The original in- 
vitations were addressed to principal academic officers of major 
universities, and not only to education deans. The regressive drift 
from a commitment to maJong teacher education a graduate ac- 
tivity muddied the waters. The authors of the report, correctly in 
view of the intervening history, sought few respondents outside 
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the colleges of education and the public school teachers associated 
with them. The first time I heard the provost of a major university 
address members of the group was' at its first meeting: that was 
also the last time. Answer to this question: No, or not often. 

Has the number of sites been reduced? The Holmes Group 
honestly believed that in 1986 there was too much teacher educa- 
tion. It was a paradox of the American scene in the 1970s that as 
the demand for new teachers declined the number of universities 
and colleges offering teacher education increased. Making teacher 
education more intellectually serious, linking it properly through 
the PDS to the world of practice, required the elimination of sub- 
standard programs. This lordly insistence, sometimes (to be fair) 
proceeding from high universities which had long since ceased to 
take the activity seriously, was not universally applauded. But, for 
once, the Flexner precedent was appropriate, or so Holmes be- 
lieved. Teacher education, for reasons of prestige as well as of 
quality, needed to be more concentrated in major research univer- 
sities. But, of course, the word elitism (unlike leadership or quali- 
ty) has a most unpleasant smell. The line could not be held with- 
out causing division and dissension: especially when principles of 
equity were so obviously and necessarily involved. Has the num- 
ber of sites been reduced? No. 

Finally, have colleges of education changed? It is around this 
question that some of the most illuminating pages of the report 
revolve. Of course, the colleges would incontrovertibly have 
changed had it been possible (or ultimately thought desirable) for 
teacher education itself to become, at least in most of the major 
universities, a graduate activity. They would have changed if the 
educating of career professional teachers (under whatever name) 
had challenged the supremacy of other more traditional forms of 
graduate education. They would have changed, and of course may 
still so do, if the PDS and parallel innovations lead to the genera- 
tion of new styles of scholarship as well as of rigorous preparation 
for all the educating professions. The report itself stresses the im- 
portance, as well as the ferocious difficulty, of “ reculturing” the 
colleges. Such an enterprise requires the systematic dislocation of 
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a whole array of vested interests. Within the academy, education 
(like law, medicine, business, yet in a way appropriate to itself) still 
needs to develop and apply new criteria for tenure, promotion, 
the allocation of workloads and of prestige. The authors of the re- 
port point discreedy towards some of the reasons for a loss of mo- 
mentum within the Holmes Group, and especially in the process- 
es leading to the publication of its third and least impressive 
document. It was easier (if still difficult) to argue persuasively and 
to act on the reform of teaching and of schools, and the first two 
Holmes books did just that. The effort stalled (which is not to say 
terminated) when the colleges and schools of education had to 
think seriously about reforming themselves. They will change only 
when they really wish to, and not enough yet do. 

HARRY JUDGE 
OXFORD, ENGLAND 
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One of us wrote about teacher education as “society’s missed op- 
portunity,” and said it had the honor of being simultaneously the 
worst problem and the best solution in education (Fullan, 1993). 
Intuitively, if not politically attractive as a sine qua non of reform- 
ing the public school system, teacher education remains “stalled.” 

This report characterizes the decade 1985-1995 as a series of 
false starts in reform of teacher education — promises that could 
not be maintained. Efforts that began with enthusiasm in the first 
half of that decade, faltered with discouragement and confusion in 
the early 1990s. 

As it has turned out, the lull has been brief. Out of the still 
smoldering ashes, teacher education reform has become reignited 
with a convergence of powerful forces claiming a deeper, allied, 
comprehensive agenda. As we write, plans are underway to revi- 
talize the Holmes Group renamed as the Holmes Partnership; the 
National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1996) 
has not only produced an excellent report, but has launched com- 
prehensive implementation strategies in 12 states (with others 
showing interest to join); and major federally sponsored national, 
multilevel initiatives have been formulated including “A National 
Partnership for Excellence and Accountability in Teaching” and 
the reauthorization of Tide V of the Higher Education Act, based 
on a vision to reshape “the profession that shapes America’s fu- 
ture.” 

The main purpose of our report is to raise the question of 
whether this next decade of reform — 1996 into the millennium — 
will be any different. We say, “Don’t be seduced by the political 
excitement of the day.” Reform in teacher education is going to 
require years of intensive, smart, and hard work at all levels of the 
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system. One could not underestimate the complexity of the chal- 
lenge. 

Teacher education, then, is an incredible, and up to this 
point, intractable problem. It has proven to be an elusive and slip- 
pery agenda. We hope that our contribution will stimulate leaders 
at all levels to take the current new initiatives all the more serious- 
ly, not only for their promise, but also for what will be required to 
make them stick. 

This study, commissioned by the Ford Foundation at the re- 
quest of the Holmes Group leadership, was originally intended to 
assess retrospectively the work of the Holmes Group — a national 
consortium of nearly 100 research universities across the United 
States. Arguing that teacher education should be more central to 
the universities’ mission, the Holmes Group focused on increas- 
ing the quality of programs by connecting them more closely to 
research on teaching and learning in partnership with schools. 

Ford was interested in having an external group examine the 
impact of its investment in Holmes, as the foundation reflected on 
the past decade. The bigger purpose, however, was to look ahead. 
Where was and should the larger field of teacher education be 
heading in the future? Should the foundation, along with others, 
reactivate its interests and role in teacher education reform? 

In sponsoring this AACTE publication, the Ford Foundation 
wishes to reach a wider audience. The Holmes Group was em- 
blematic of some of the best efforts over the last decade, but was 
still not nearly enough. The question now is what will it take to 
make serious and substantial progress? 

Our study focuses on the United States as that was our brief, 
although many of the basic problems are similar across the world. 
In Chapter 1, we first present the problem. Briefly, the need to do 
something about teacher education is reaching crisis proportions. 
So much of the rest of the education reform agenda depends on a 
quality teaching force operating under professional working con- 
ditions. In Chapter 2, we use the Holmes Group as a case illustra- 
tion of some of the possibilities and difficulties of accomplishing 
significant improvements. If one of the better efforts, and Holmes 
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is certainly that, has a hard time making progress, what does that 
say about the size of the problem? The Holmes case analysis en- 
ables us both to understand, in its own right this significant initia- 
tive, and to identify the key issues that need to be addressed. Fi- 
nally, Chapter 3 looks ahead by taking stock of the recent 
convergence of high-profile plans of action; it allows us to ask 
again more forcefully: Will this be another cycle of rise and stall, 
or do we know enough and care enough to really make the core 
improvements that are required? 

The “rise and stall” of momentum is an apt metaphor. Air- 
craft stall when they run out of lift in attempting to climb at a rate 
that cannot be supported by the power supplied. Stalling, of 
course, if unattended to, can result in a fatal crash. But it also pre- 
sents an opportunity for decisive action to re-energize the power 
supply — to do things that will generate new sources of energy. 

We hope our study will contribute to the debate and to the 
commitments necessary to, once and for all, bring the teaching 
profession into its proper, and indeed crucial, place in society. The 
profession should be a force for quantum and continuous im- 
provements in the performance of the educational system as an 
agent in societal development. It does not enjoy that role at die 
present time. 
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CHAPTER 1 

The Problem 



The past decade of reform in teacher education started with great 
fanfare in 1986 with the simultaneous publication of the Holmes 
Group’s first report in the trilogy — Tomorrow’s Teachers— and the 
Carnegie Forum’s A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Centu- 
ry. In the same year, marking the occasion on a more ominous 
note, Seymour Sarason and his colleagues published a second edi- 
tion of their 1962 book The Preparation of Teachers: An Unstud- 
ied Problem in Education (Sarason, Davidson, & Blatt, 1986), 
noting that the relationship between the preparation of teachers 
and the realities they experience in their careers is a question “as 
unstudied today — as superficially discussed today — as in previous 
decades” (p. xiv). 

Especially for the Holmes Group, the next 5 years following 
1986 was a period of great excitement, considerable debate, and 
activity concerning the reform of teacher education. This period 
encompassed the release of Tomorrow’s Schools (1990), the second 
in the Holmes Group trilogy. Over the next 4 or 5 years, howev- 
er, the intensity of the debate began to flag. The energy and en- 
thusiasm of those working on the complex problems of imple- 
menting reform on the ground had been heavily taxed. During 
these years, the Holmes Group collective entered a phase of soul- 
searching, realizing that it was losing ground. In particular, the 
period 1993 to 1995 was one where we witnessed the loss of mo- 
mentum. It was a time when the Holmes Group faced the ques- 
tion of what must be done to recapture and revitalize an agenda 
that had barely begun. By the time the third monograph — 
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Tomorrow^ Schools of Education — was released in 1995, the initial 
momentum for reform had become more diffuse. 

Why.do even the best of attempts fail? We will have recom- 
mendations in Chapter 3 to strengthen the Holmes efforts per se, 
but the problem is deeper than one group’s effort. Society has 
failed its teachers in two senses of the word: it gives teachers failing 
grades for not producing better results; at the same time, it does 
not help improve the conditions that would make success possible. 

Despite the rhetoric about teacher education in today’s soci- 
ety, there does not seem to be a real belief or confidence that in- 
vesting in teacher education will yield results. Perhaps deep down 
many leaders believe that teaching is not all that difficult. After all, 
most leaders have spent thousands of hours in the classroom and 
are at least armchair experts. And they know that scores of unqual- 
ified teachers are placed in classrooms every year and required to 
learn on the job. In addition, investing in teacher education is not 
a short-term strategy. With all the problems facing us demanding 
immediate solution, it is easy to overlook a preventative strategy 
that would take several years to have an impact. When a crisis oc- 
curs, you have to deal with it. A course of action that is aimed at 
preventing a crisis, despite being much less expensive in the mid to 
long term, is much harder to come by. 

The problem begins with teacher preparation programs. 
Howey and Zimpher’s (1989) detailed case studies of six universi- 
ties in the United States enabled them to generate key attributes 
that would be necessary for program coherence, which they find 
lacking in existing programs, factors such as: 

■ programs based on clear conceptions of teaching and 
schooling; 

■ programs that have clear thematic qualities; 

■ faculty coalescing around experimental or alternative pro- 
grams that have distinctive qualities; 

■ working with student cohort groups; 

■ adequate curriculum materials and a well-conceived labo- 
ratory component; 
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a articulation between on campus programming and field- 
based student teaching; 

■ direct linkage to research and development knowledge 
bases; 

■ regular program evaluation. 

Goodlad (1990) and his associates in a comprehensive investi- 
gation of 29 universities are even more damning. Among their 
main findings: 

1. The preparation programs in our sample made relatively 
little use of the peer socialization processes employed in 
some other fields of professional preparation. There were 
few efforts to organize incoming candidates into cohort 
groups or to do so at some later stage. Consequently, stu- 
dents’ interactions about their experiences were confined 
for the most part to formal classes (where the teaching is 
heavily didactic). The social, intellectual, and professional 
isolation of teachers, so well described by Dan Lortie, be- 
gins in teacher education. This relatively isolated individ- 
ualism in preparation seems ill-suited to developing the 
collegiality that will be demanded later in site-based 
school renewal. 

2. The rapid expansion of higher education, together with 
unprecedented changes in academic life, have left profes- 
sors confused over the mission of higher education and 
uncertain of their role in it. Although the effects of these 
changes in academic life transcend schools and depart- 
ments, the decline of teaching in favor of research in most 
institutions of higher education has helped lower the sta- 
tus of teacher education. In regional public universities, 
once normal schools and teachers colleges, the situation 
has become so bad that covering up their historic focus on 
teacher education is virtually an institutional rite of pas- 
sage. Teaching in the schools and teacher education seem 
unable to shake their condition of status deprivation. 
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3. There are serious disjunctures in teacher education pro- 
grams: between the arts and sciences portion and that 
conducted in the school or department of education, 
from component to component of the so-called profes- 
sional sequence, and between the campus- based portion 
and the school-based portion. ... It is also clear from our 
data that the preparation underway in the programs we 
studied focused on classrooms but scarcely at all on schools. 

4 . Courses in the history, philosophy, and social foundation 
of education . . . have seriously eroded (pp. 700-701). 

The beginning years of teaching do not fare any better. In- 
duction programs to support beginning teachers are still very 
much in the minority, and good ones are rare, despite our very 
clear knowledge of the needs of beginning teachers, and despite 
the high probability that solid induction programs represent one 
of the most cost-efficient preventative strategies around. 

The rest of the career isn’t any more encouraging. From a 
learning point of view, the working conditions in most schools 
are not such that teachers become better by virtue of their work. 
Indeed, there is evidence that teachers even, and in some cases es- 
pecially, the best ones become burnt out and cynical over their 



These problems and others are documented with resounding 
emphasis in the report of the National Commission on Teaching 
and America’s Future (NCTAF). The commission found: 

□ In recent years, more than 50,000 people who lack the 
training required for their jobs have entered teaching an- 
nually on emergency or substandard licenses. [In 
1990-1991, 27.4 percent of all newly hired teachers in 
the nation had no or substandard emergency licenses.] 

□ Nearly one-fourth (23 percent) of all secondary teachers 
do not have even a college minor in their main teaching 
field. This is true for more than 30 percent of mathemat- 
ics teachers. 
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□ Among teachers who teach a second subject, 36 percent 
are unlicensed in the field and 50 percent lack a minor. 

□ 56 percent of high school students taking physical science 
are taught by out-of-field teachers, as are 27 percent of 
those taking mathematics and 21 percent of those taking 
English. The proportions are much higher in high- 
poverty schools and in lower track classes. 

□ In schools with the highest minority enrollments, stu- 
dents have less than a 50 percent chance of getting a sci- 
ence or mathematics teacher who holds a license and a 
degree in the field he or she teaches. (1996, pp. 15-16) 

The litany of problems, although familiar, is dramatically dis- 
turbing: 

1. Low expectations for student performance; 

2. Unenforced standards for teachers; 

3. Major flaws in teacher preparation; 

4. Painfully slipshod teacher recruitment; 

5. Inadequate induction for beginning teachers; 

6. Lack of professional development and rewards for knowl- 
edge and skill; 

7. Schools that are structured for failure rather than success 
(NCTAF, 1996, p. 24). 

As the commission argues, the problem is even more 
poignant. Many children, maybe as high as 50 percent of those 
disadvantaged, cannot assume that they will have “access to com- 
petent, caring, qualified teaching” (p. 21). In the absence of qual- 
ified, committed teachers, working very differently from the pre- 
sent, it is not possible to build an educational system that 
produces citizens essential for the kind of knowledge-based soci- 
ety that we now have. All Americans, argues the commission, have 
a critical interest in creating a system that “helps people to forge 
shared values, to understand and respect other perspectives, to 
learn and work at high levels of competence, to take risks and 
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persevere against the odds, to work comfortably with people from 
diverse backgrounds, and to continue to learn through life” 

(p. 12). 

In a related study we recently completed for the Rockefeller 
Foundation, assessing how four urban districts (Albuquerque, 
Flint, San Antonio, San Diego) could build professional develop- 
ment infrastructures to support the continuous development of 
educators, we noted three perennial problems: 

1. The urban context: Community and parents 

Urban reform and school reform, to be successful, de- 
pend on each other. We agree that because many of the 
problems that plague city schools stem from the prob- 
lems of the cities themselves, the full solution lies outside 
the schools as well as within them (Rury 8c Mirel, 1997). 
Some have gone so far as to say that it is pointless to 
work on school reform without prior community- 
building efforts (Mathews, 1996, p. 27). For us, this is 
not an either/or question. It is essential (among other 
strategies) to focus on school system infrastructure devel- 
opment, provided that this includes new relationships 
with communities. 

Analyzing the relationship between urban reform and 
school reform leads to the inevitable conclusion that pro- 
fessional development strategies, like building infrastruc- 
tures, must be redefined to include more than teachers. 
Under conditions of poverty, including large discrepan- 
cies in living conditions across classes and races in cities, 
there can be little doubt that the mobilization of large 
numbers of caring adults is absolutely central to the 
chances of success. Therefore, building infrastructures 
strategies must explicitly encompass the development of, 
and relationships among, all those adults who can poten- 
tially affect the motivation, support, and learning of all 
students. 
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2. Fragmentation or coherence of reform initiatives 

The Rockefeller Bui Iding Infrastructures initiative is only 
one of many reform initiatives underway in each of the 
four sites. As we shall show, however, the general prob- 
lem is that these various projects not only are frequently 
unconnected, but also may work at cross purposes. At the 
very least, the existence of multiple initiatives often cre- 
ates confusion in the minds of district educators, not to 
mention the public, as to how the reform strategies, 
taken as a whole, actually work. There is a great sense of 
fragmentation arid lack of coherence in many urban dis- 
tricts engaged in reform. This is not just a matter of 
whether a few people can “explain” rational interrelation- 
ships of different reform strategies, but whether educa- 
tors and others in the district experience and internalize a 
sense of clarity and direction. 

3. Changing the teaching profession 

The building infrastructures initiative is best seen in the 
larger context as part and parcel of a movement to deter- 
mine whether the teaching profession itself will come of 
age. As the National Commission on Teaching and 
America’s Future (1996) documents and argues, the 
teaching profession as a whole is badly in need of funda- 
mental reform: in the recruitment, selection, and initial 
teacher education and induction to the profession; in the 
continuous professional development of educators; in the 
standards and incentives for professional work; and in the 
working conditions of teachers. 

The fundamental problem with educational reform is 
that the teaching profession itself has not undergone the 
changes necessary to put it in the forefront of educational 
development (Fullan & Watson, 1997, pp. 6-7). 

Reforms in teacher education, then, are part and parcel of 
changing the teaching profession itself, which in turn encompass- 
es the redesign of the workplace — where and how teachers and 
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students learn — which is intimately linked to parent and commu- 
nity reform. Changing the teaching force is the key to unlocking 
the forces required for systemic synergy. 

In summary, the basic reason that most promising education- 
al innovations fail is that schools are not organized for problem- 
solving, while teachers are not prepared for managing change 
and for taking the critical judgments and action steps to make 
them work. The current system is a dead horse. Flogging it with 
more innovations and demands can never be successful. There 
will always be lots of new ideas and innovations around in a 
knowledge society. We don’t need more innovations; we need a 
greater capacity to deal with them. There is no pathway to this 
goal that does not involve the simultaneous renewal of teacher 
education and schools (as well as universities and communities). 

We are, in brief, talking about what profound changes, hith- 
erto unprecedented, in the teaching profession itself, and in its re- 
lationships to communities, universities, and other groups. Al- 
though the Holmes Group was to eventually conclude that it 
needed more allies and additional forces to accomplish the change 
needed, little did it know in 1985 that it was entering a period of 
work of such mammoth proportions. 
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CHAPTER 2 




The Holmes Group, a national consortium of nearly 100 research 
universities across the United States, has for the last 10 years con- 
sistendy pushed for teacher education reform. The main mission of 
the Holmes Group is to make teacher education a central priority 
of the university by connecting it more closely to liberal arts edu- 
cation, to research on teaching and learning, and to practice in 
schools. 

A Ford Foundation report published in 1982 had pointed to 
problems in the graduate schools of education at major research 
universities (Judge, 1982), essentially arguing that teacher educa- 
tion was a low priority in these institutions. The following year, a 
small group of education deans began to meet in what became 
the nucleus of the Holmes Group, named after Henry Holmes, 
dean of the Harvard Graduate School of Education in the 1920s. 
This original group, concluding that teacher education lacked 
both visibility and credibility, decided to focus on the twin themes 
of reform of teacher education and reform of the teaching profes- 
sion. Their explicit goals included increased rigor for teacher 
preparation, improved standards of entry, recognition of differ- 
ences in teachers’ levels of knowledge and competence, improved 
relationships with schools, and improved conditions for profes- 
sionals in schools. 

The Ford Foundation, at the request of Holmes Group lead- 
ers themselves, commissioned us to conduct an external examina- 
tion of the work of the Holmes Group in the context of reform 
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in teacher education. The study was framed to address three 
overlapping questions: 

■ How appropriate were the goals and principles of the 
Holmes Group in relation to teacher education needs? 

■ What progress have member institutions made with the 
Holmes Group agenda? 

■ What impact has the Holmes Group had on the field of 
teacher education beyond its own member institutions? 

Because the Holmes Group was only one of many forces influ- 
encing teacher education during the 1980s and 1990s, we opted 
for a wide-ranging inquiry into its work as part of a dynamic con- 
text of teacher education in the United States over the past decade. 
We tried to pull together disparate perspectives to provide reasoned 
conclusions about the Holmes Group and, at a more general level, 
to identify the problems and possibilities facing teacher education 
reform in the years ahead. 

The study employed multiple forms of data gathering: litera- 
ture and documents; a mailed survey questionnaire; interviews 
with key informants; and site visits. First, a summary of literature 
on the Holmes Group drew both on Holmes Group documents 
and on responses in published education literature. Second, sur- 
vey questionnaires were sent to each Holmes Group member in- 
stitution to obtain reports of changes in teacher education pro- 
grams and support for the Holmes Group agenda. The survey was 
addressed to deans and a small selection of education faculty 
members (four in each institution) who had been involved with 
Holmes-related reform efforts. The response rate for the survey 
was just over 70 percent. Third, over 60 interviews were conduct- 
ed nationally with key informants inside and outside the Holmes 
Group, all active in major education reform initiatives. Finally, 
two- day site visits were made to five schools of education in dif- 
ferent regions of the country, all identified as making significant 
progress with the Holmes Group agenda. These were the Univer- 
sity of Connecticut, Iowa State University, Louisiana State Uni- 
versity, the University of Louisville, and the University of Utah. In 
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each site, interviews were conducted with university faculty and 
personnel in professional development schools (PDSes). 

The Holmes Group emerged at a time of great ferment about 
educational reform, both in the United States and in other coun- 
tries. As reports such as A Nation at Risk pointed to what was 
seen by many as a crisis in American education, education scholars 
were also carrying out critical examinations of the conditions of 
schools (Boyer, 1983; Goodlad, 1984; Sizer, 1984). Although 
initial education reform efforts focused on schooling, soon the 
perspective broadened to include teaching and teacher education, 
with two influential reports published almost simultaneously in 
1986: the Carnegie report, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 
21st Century (Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 
1986) and the first report of the Holmes Group, Tomorrow’s 
Teachers. These two set the terms of the debate about teacher 
preparation during the 1980s and beyond. 

The Holmes Group, in bringing together leading American 
universities, created a critical mass with the potential of making 
major advances in the education of teachers. Several other organi- 
zations, however, also contributed to teacher education reform 
during the 1980s and 1990s. With such a plethora of actors, it is 
difficult to isolate the impact of any one group. John Goodlad 
and his colleagues, for instance, set forth their own recommenda- 
tions for teacher education and established the National Network 
for Educational Renewal. Goodlad’s proposals are most fully de- 
veloped in his 1994 book, Educational Renewal, in which he de- 
tails his vision of “centers of pedagogy” as a key to simultaneously 
improving both teacher education and schools. Project 30 Al- 
liance, another reform group, was a consortium of teams of deans 
and leaders of education and of arts and sciences addressing the 
arts and sciences component of teacher education programs. The 
Renaissance Group, another university network, developed an 
agenda for reform that included some elements in common with 
the Holmes Group. 

Nonetheless, the Holmes Group was a major player in the 
decade of reform launched in the mid-1980s. More than 100 
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research universities were invited to join [since 1986, 19 universi- 
ties chose not to renew membership, and six new institutions (all 
historically Black colleges) joined]. 

We divide the rest of this chapter into three sections: an 
analysis of the Holmes Group’s trilogy of publications, key find- 
ings in our study, and conclusions and recommendations. 

A. The Trolocy 

TOMORROW'S TEACHERS— LAUNCHING 
DEBATE AND REFORM 

Tomorrow's Teachers , published in 1986, was die first major initia- 
tive of the Holmes Group. The report oudines proposals for the 
reform of teacher education in the form of five goals: 

1. To make the education of teachers intellectually more 
solid. 

2. To recognize differences in teachers’ knowledge, skill, 
and commitment, in their education, certification, and 
work. 

3. To create standards of entry to the profession — examina- 
tions and educational requirements — that are profession- 
ally relevant and intellectually defensible. 

4. To connect our own institutions to schools. 

5. To make schools better places for teachers to work and to 
learn (Holmes Group, 1986, p. 4). 

Holmes Group leaders argued that the time had come for 
teaching to be considered a profession: 

The complexities of the educational enterprise are such that pro- 
fessionals are required. Professional preparation should include a 
liberal education, a subject matter major and minor, and intro- 
ductory courses in education at the undergraduate level. (Case, 
Lanier, &: Miskel, 1986, p. 42) 

The report further argued that the teaching profession itself 
must be changed in order to reinforce changes in the content and 
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standards of teacher education and provide preferential rewards to 
graduates of improved programs. Universities must join with 
schools to make schools better places for teachers and students. 

Tomorrow’s Teachers provoked intense interest and scrutiny in 
the educational community, eliciting both support and criticism. 
The Teachers College Record , for instance, devoted an entire issue 
to a symposium on the report’s themes of the reform of teacher 
education and the continuing development of teaching as a pro- 
fession. It is interesting to note that such a flurry of controversy 
did not accompany the second Holmes report, Tomorrow’s Schools , 
published in 1990. Rather than introducing new issues, the sec- 
ond report developed more fully the plan for PDSes; subsequent 
discussion focused on implementation of a concept apparendy 
supported by most in the education community. A third and final 
report completed the “Holmes trilogy.” Long delayed, pardy be- 
cause of the difficulty of reaching internal consensus, Tomorrow’s 
Schools of Education was finally published in mid-1995. In general, 
the reaction to this third report was one of disappointment rather 
than excitement (Gideonse, 1996; Labaree, 1995; Labaree & Pal- 
las, 1996; Tyson, 1995). This report would turn out to be the 
least influential of the three. 

Most education leaders acknowledged the need for a nation- 
wide discussion of the problems associated with teacher education 
and schooling, with Tomorrow’s Teachers regarded as a good start- 
ing point for such a dialogue. The Holmes Group was credited 
with recognizing the need for sweeping reform and providing 
leadership for it. Even those critical of the report noted its value 
in raising public awareness of long-standing teacher education is- 
sues. Tomorrow’s Teachers received praise for its recognition of the 
close ties between the education system and social factors beyond 
the schools, as well as its acknowledgment that tinkering with 
teacher education programs would not be enough to bring about 
significant reform. 

The reaction to the proposed agenda focused on two sets of 
issues: the five goals espoused in the report, and several themes 
neglected or otherwise seen as controversial. 



The Holmes Group : 1985-1995 



13 



THE FIVE GOALS 



The first three goals in the framework for teacher education 
reform were the subject of much debate. The remaining two goals 
were greeted with more acceptance, although issues around im- 
plementation were seen as somewhat problematic. 

1 . To make the education of teachers intellectually more solid 

According to Tomorrow *s Teachers , making the educa- 
tion of teachers intellectually more solid required signifi- 
cant changes in undergraduate education in the liberal 
arts and sciences, which would in turn shift the major 
. portion of professional education for teachers to the 
graduate level. The proposals associated with this goal 
met with a great deal of debate, and indeed could be seen 
as having divisive effects on the teacher education com- 
munity. Since previous attempts to reform the liberal arts 
curriculum had been unsuccessful, the Holmes Group 
was accused of naivete in believing that their relatively 
powerless colleges of education would be able to make 
any substantial changes. In one sense, it might be argued 
that the Holmes Group bit off more than it could chew 
in making such broad and sweeping proposals. Although 
many schools and colleges of education in 1996 may have 
closer ties with arts and sciences than they did a decade 
earlier, there is little evidence of significant change in the 
substance or form of liberal arts studies. 

The report did not establish any compelling rationale 
for requiring 4 years of liberal arts for all teachers, nor did 
it supply research data supporting the movement of 
teacher education to the postgraduate level. There have, 
however, been some studies suggesting that graduates of 
extended programs are more likely to enter teaching and 
more likely to stay in teaching than are graduates of four- 
year programs (Andrew, 1990; Andrew 8c Schwab, 

1995). A review of the literature on extended teacher 
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preparation programs, prepared for the National Com- 
mission on Teaching and America’s Future, concludes 
that there is evidence of the benefits of extended pro- 
grams in terms of placement and retention of new teach- 
ers, as well as teaching performance and professional 
commitment as perceived by graduates, principals and su- 
pervisors (Rustique & Darling-Hammond, 1996). 

The Holmes Group was not the only professional 
body pushing for more rigor in teacher preparation. 
Throughout the 1980s, the National Council for the Ac- 
creditation of Teacher Education worked on improving 
the standards and procedures through which programs 
were accredited. The revised standards put a much 
stronger emphasis on the knowledge bases for profession- 
al education, although there was no explicit preference 
for graduate as opposed to undergraduate programs. 

Since the publication of Tomorrow’s Teachers, the goal of 
making teacher education more intellectually knowledge- 
based remains, but the means of pursuing it include both 
graduate and undergraduate programs of varying length. 

2. To recognize differences in teachers’ knowledge , skill , and 
commitment , in their education , certification , and work 

The Holmes Group, for the first time in higher edu- 
cation, proposed a career ladder for teachers. Tomorrow’s 
Teachers proposed a framework that distinguished among: 

■ Instructors, individuals with undergraduate liberal 
arts degrees who were certified to teach for up to but 
not longer than 5 years, supervised closely by other 
professionals; 

■ Professional Teachers, people committed to teaching 
as a profession who have completed the necessary 
master’s degree in teaching; and 

□ Career Professionals, whose “continued study and 
professional accomplishments” have earned them the 
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“highest license in teaching” (Holmes Group, 1986, 
p. 12). 



Different roles and responsibilities would be assumed 
by teachers in the three categories. 

Although a similar career ladder was also proposed by 
the Carnegie Forum report, neither the teacher educa- 
tion community nor the profession greeted the idea with 
enthusiasm. Available research suggests that career lad- 
ders, as they have been implemented, have been some- 
what problematic, particularly when they are not part of 
larger reform efforts (Firestone, 1994). However, the 
idea of recognizing differences in teachers’ skill and 
knowledge is receiving increased attention in various 
ways. The challenge is to develop systems that recognize 
the complexities of the work, encourage flexibility in 
schools and are acceptable to teachers. The National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS, 
1993) has developed a voluntary national system for rec- 
ognizing the advanced professional expertise of teachers 
in both elementary and secondary schools. The system is 
being extended to cover most teaching specialties, has be- 
come increasingly accepted by teachers and their employ- 
ers, and may be incorporated in future certification and 
licensing policies. 

3. To create standards of entry to the profession — examina- 
tions and educational requirements — that are professional- 
ly relevant and intellectually defensible 

Although agreeing that any profession must have 
standards for entry, commentators pointed out that there 
are weaknesses inherent in reform strategies that rely pri- 
marily on minimum standards, which are easily lowered 
when there is an overall teacher shortage or when there 
are vacancies in particular subject areas. 

Tomorrow’s Teachers was not, however, advocating 
simple entry-level exams. Holmes was breaking new 
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ground by calling for serious development work in identi- 
fying and assessing the required knowledge base for teach- 
ing — a challenge taken up by several groups since 1987. 
The Educational Testing Service, for instance, has devel- 
oped a new teacher assessment program, the PRAXIS® se- 
ries, which includes academic skills assessments, subject as- 
sessments, and classroom performance assessment. Darling- 
Hammond and her colleagues (Darling-Hammond et ah, 
1995) document progress in developing appropriate stan- 
dards for teacher licensure, as well as reviewing instru- 
ments for assessing teacher candidates. Many of these 
measures are performance-based rather than multiple- 
choice, paper-and-pencil tests. In addition to these pro- 
fessional testing programs, the Interstate New Teacher 
Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), operat- 
ing under the auspices of the Council for Chief State 
School Officers, has articulated standards for initial li- 
censing of teachers that are intended to be compatible 
with those of the National Board for Professional Teach- 
ing Standards. Ten states currently are piloting portfolio 
assessments for beginning teachers in several subject 
areas, based on INTASC standards. 

4 and 5. Connecting universities to schools , and making schools bet- 
ter places for teachers to work and to learn 

There was little controversy about the remaining two 
goals: the difficulties came in establishing new institu- 
tional relationships and moving toward these goals. 

The proposal for PDSes was enthusiastically received 
by many educators, both in universities and in schools. 
Involving schools in more cooperative arrangements was 
viewed as indicating that universities valued the practical 
and political skills of teachers. The proposal that universi- 
ties become directly involved with public schools was 
seen as perhaps “the wisest long-term recommendation 
of the Holmes report” (Clements, 1987, p. 510). 
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As for the fifth goal of making schools better places 
for teachers, there was little disagreement about the de- 
sirability of such changes. However, there was doubt 
about whether the Holmes Group, a small group of re- 
search universities, would be able to influence significant- 
ly the working conditions in schools. A consortium in- 
volving only research universities would need allies. Later 
in our report, we discuss more fully the role of the 
Holmes Group in relation to the educational policy 
arena, but we note here that the Holmes Group postulat- 
ed a reform agenda in areas that were beyond the control 
of universities operating on their own. 

In addition to discussion of the five goals articulated in To- 
morrow ’s Teachers , several other themes proved somewhat contro- 
versial. 

THEMES 

EQUITY AND DIVERSITY 

Issues of equity and diversity were inadequately addressed in the 
first Holmes Group report, in that Tomorrow’s Teachers paid little 
attention to the under-representation of minority teachers or to 
other equity concerns (Grant, 1990), nor did it address issues re- 
lated to special education (Welch, 1993). The Holmes Group, 
quick to acknowledge that Tomorrow’s Teachers had paid scant at- 
tention to these issues, acted to rectify the omission, primarily 
through two new initiatives. First, Holmes Group membership 
was expanded to include six historically Black colleges and univer- 
sities. Second, an initiative called the Holmes Scholars program 
was established to provide recognition and support to outstand- 
ing minority graduate students in education and to encourage 
them to enter the education professoriate. We say more about this 
and other Holmes work around equity and diversity issues later in 
the report, when we discuss the Holmes Group as a national 
entity. 
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KNOWLEDGE AND KNOWLEDGE BASE 



Considerable skepticism greeted the Holmes Group emphasis on 
the knowledge base of teaching and teacher education (Corn- 
bleth, 1987; Jackson, 1987; Johnson, 1987; Labaree, 1992). 
Terms such as “knowledge base” and “micro and macro mecha- 
nisms that make schooling possible,” were seen as conveying the 
impression that much of what prospective teachers must learn is 
technical and quasi -scientific. Even within the Holmes Group, 
however, there was uncertainty about knowledge claims. Judge 
(1987), a long-term adviser to the Holmes Group, cautioned 
against “overpressing” the view that the graduate schools of edu- 
cation have (or will have tomorrow) the knowledge base for 
teaching, suggesting that it is power and autonomy, more than 
knowledge, that link the historic professions to the universities. 
While arguing that we are considerably more informed than we 
were about the scientific base informing both teaching and 
teacher preparation, Howey (1990) too, acknowledged that “we 
still have much to learn” (p. 4). In fact, as we shall see, research 
on teacher education, even in the PDS, remains woefully under- 
developed/ 

VALUES AND GOALS OF EDUCATION 

To many educators, the stress on knowledge and technical com- 
petence inadequately addressed questions about values, such as 
the “three Cs of care, concern, and connection” in teacher educa- 
tion (Martin, 1987, p. 408). This “moral dimension” of educa- 
tion and of teacher education has been a focus of the work of 
Goodlad and his colleagues (Goodlad, 1994). The Holmes Group 
soon responded to such concerns. The second Holmes Group re- 
port, Tomorrow Schools , with its emphasis on including “every- 
body’s children,” “resonates with concern about promoting 
greater social opportunity and personal empowerment for stu- 
dents and teachers alike” (Labaree, 1992, p. 145). 
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SUMMARY COMMENT ON TOMORROW'S 
TEACHERS AND THE EMERGENCE OF HOLMES 



The publication of Tomorrow’s Teachers was a catalyst for much- 
needed discussion and dialogue around the issues of teacher edu- 
cation and the reform of teaching itself Perhaps the most signifi- 
cant aspect of the report was its timeliness: just as questions and 
concerns were arising about teacher education and its role in edu- 
cation reform, Tomorrow’s Teachers provided an agenda for debate 
and action. Coming from such an influential group, the report re- 
ceived wide publicity and careful reading. Tomorrow’s Teachers ar- 
ticulated many of the critical issues that shaped and fed into the 
reform initiatives in teacher education since 1986. The publica- 
tion set in motion an excitement that infused the next 5 years of 
activity. 

A TIME OF TRANSITION 

Even before the publication of the second report in 1990, shifts 
could be observed in the emphasis given to the goals set out in 
the first report. In 1988, Lanier and Featherstone, writing on be- 
half of the Holmes Group, provided a progress report in which 
they stressed as important the creation of PDS and the recruit- 
ment of minority teachers. Although continuing to suggest that 
the undergraduate degree in education be replaced with a major 
in the arts, they acknowledged that within Holmes institutions a 
variety of programs and degree structures existed which were de- 
scribed as “suited to diverse institutional needs” (p. 21). The ear- 
lier insistence on extended programs seemed to be moderating 
somewhat. A later analysis of reform efforts revealed considerable 
variation in the length and type of program offered; some 4-year, 
some extended 5 -year, and some postbaccalaureate (Yinger & 
Hendricks, 1990). 
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TOMORROW'S SCHOOLS— PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT SCHOOLS (PDS) 



With the publication in 1990 of the second report, Tomorrow’s 
Schools , the Holmes Group oudined in more detail its plan for 
“connecting schools of education with schools” (Goal 4 of To- 
morrow’s Teachers ), largely through die Professional Development 
School. The “goals” of the first report became “principles” in the 
second report, indicating, perhaps, a renewed understanding of 
the difficulties faced in prescribing courses of action. In this sec- 
ond report, teachers seemed to be viewed as partners in reform 
and potential colleagues in educational research. 

As outlined in the report, the six principles for the design of 
PDSes were as follows: 

1. Teaching and learning for understanding; 

2. Creating a learning community; 

3. Teaching and learning for understanding for everybody’s 
children; 

4. Continuing learning by teachers, teacher educators, and 
administrators; 

5. Thoughtful, long-term inquiry into teaching and learn- 
ing; 

6. Inventing a new institution (The Holmes Group, 1990, 

P. 7). 

These principles, according to the report, are offered as 
“starting points for conversations and negotiations among univer- 
sity and school faculties embarked on a mutual endeavor” (p. 6). 
Although the principles were not “heavily prescriptive,” neither 
were they “lightly held” (ibid.). There is a definite recognition 
here that “a template for a single conception” (p. 6) was inade- 
quate for the task at hand. In PDSes, practicing teachers and ad- 
ministrators come together with university faculty in partnerships 
to improve teaching and learning for their respective students. 

The professional development school is to be a center of responsi- 
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ble innovation where new programs and technologies can be tried 
out and evaluated. 

The concept of the professional development school or clini- 
cal practice school did not originate with the Holmes Group. In 
addition to laboratory schools at many 
universities, considerable experience had 
been gained during the 1970s and early 
1980s, for instance in Jefferson County, 
Kentucky (Schlechty & Joslin, 1984; 
Whitford & Hovda, 1986) and Salt Lake 
City, Utah (Nutting, 1985). Several deans 
active in the early Holmes Group brought 
with them what had been learned through 
this work. But Holmes, we believe, was 
the first group to articulate and focus on PDSes starting with 
Goal 4 in Tomorrow J s Teachers and intensifying its efforts in To- 
morrow^ Schools . 

What conditions must be met for a school to be a professional 
development school has been an matter of long-standing debate 
in the Holmes Group and elsewhere: some insist that PDSes, in 
order to be eligible for the label, must meet a number of defined 
standards, while others are more flexible. One dean interviewed in 
our study went so far as to suggest that a professional develop- 
ment school is “whatever you can achieve. You can’t control and 
be precise; schools aren’t like this.” A different view was expressed 
by Murray (1993) who oudined what he termed “all or none” 
criteria for PDSes. In yet another view, “the professional develop- 
ment school is best thought of as an ideal type toward which 
reform-minded schools are striving” (Nystrand, 1991, p. 1). 

PDSes form a cornerstone of the Holmes Group’s work, and 
for that reason we will examine them more closely in our discus- 
sion of findings. 



HOLMES, WE BELIEVE, 
WAS THE FIRSTGROUP 
TO ARTICULATE AND 
FOCUS ON PDSes. 
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THE NEXT STAGE OF REFORM: TOMORROW'S 
SCHOOLS OF EDUCATION 



The final report in the Holmes Group trilogy, Tomorrow’s Schools 
of Education , was the product of a long and difficult gestation 
period. A scan of several issues of the Holmes Group Forum pro- 
vides clues about the process of developing what was, in effect, 
intended to be a grand design for colleges of education for the 
21st century. Originally scheduled for release in 1993, the report 
was delayed several times and was finally published in summer 
1995. The report tackles the problem of uneven quality in the 
preparation and selection of educators. Since the quality of teach- 
ers is tied to the quality of their preparation, teacher education 
cannot be improved without changing the places where teachers 
are prepared. Focusing on why and how schools of education 
must redefine and reorganize themselves to meet new needs, the 
report proposes a set of characteristics that would define a high- 
quality professional school of education, and lists a series of “ac- 
tion steps” to raise standards. The Holmes action agenda has 
now broadened to include all colleges that prepare teachers. Ad- 
dressing the uneven quality of programs offered by teacher edu- 
cation institutions, Tomorrow’s Schools of Education suggests that 
colleges not prepared to raise quality should get out of the 
business. 

The report, a somewhat polemical document, created consid- 
erable controversy within the Holmes Group, and had to be re- 
vised several times before its final publication to meet the con- 
cerns of member institutions. However, it has generated relatively 
litde professional or public reaction. Tyson (1995) called die re- 
port “a curious mixture of scathing self-cridcism, high ideals, rev- 
olutionary talk, timid reform proposals, and stunning omissions” 
(p. 3), and went on to conclude: 

There are many true and good ideas in Tomorrow’s Schools of Ed- 
ucation, and certainly the Holmes Group should be credited 

with bold self-examination and a measured step toward profes- 
sion building. But it seems to be caught midway between its old 
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view of itself as the elite cadre that spreads excellence over the 
landscape and its new view of itself as the servant of practitioners 
and the children they serve, (p. 6) 

The document contains a number of “big ideas” in its agenda 
for reforming schools, colleges, and departments of education. 
First, knowledge development is to be linked to clients and users, 
primarily through PDSes. Second, serious and substantial ongoing 
professional development is seen as critical for all those involved 
in education. Third, schools of education are to be active in policy 
development. Fourth, diversity is to be a key goal, among faculty, 
students, and PDSes. 

Tomorrow’s Schools of Education does appropriately up the 
ante for the establishment of PDSes by emphasizing three basic 
commitments: “professional learning in the context of sound 
practice,” “improvement-oriented inquiry,” and “education stan- 
dard setting,” all of which we would agree are critical if PDSes are 
to fulfill their potential. We also agree with Tomorrow’s Schools of 
Education’s View that PDSes should not be just another project 
(although in many cases they are just that), but must become in- 
tegral to the institutional life of a school of education. 

While agreeing that the PDS must be a central component of 
the reform strategy, we find that Tomorrow’s Schools of Education 
appears to have neglected other vital elements in the “simultane- 
ous renewal” proposition. 

First, and curiously in light of its tide, the report fails to ad- 
dress the transformation of universities and schools of education. 
This is doubly ironic because Tomorrow’s Schools of Education 
takes universities to task for their failure to create PDSes, but then 
does not take up the corresponding agenda of how to transform 
and build on the strengths of the universities. The report does 
speak to collective will, a critical mass of faculty, incentives, and 
staffing, but far more attention is given to inventing PDSes — the 
school side of the equation — than to inventing new schools of ed- 
ucation. As many reform-oriented schools of education are find- 
ing, restructuring and reculturing higher education requires an in- 
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tensive focus in its own right, largely because universities are used 
to studying others, not themselves (Fullan, 1998). As observed by 
Gideonse (1996), the report “says virtually nothing about tomor- 
row’s schools of education as structures or institutions, although 
it offers exciting glimpses of activities, curricula, and processes 
that might be observed in a school of education modeling what is 
known about learning” (p. 150). 

Second, although Tomorrow’s Teachers put considerable em- 
phasis on strengthening connections with the rest of the universi- 
ty and ensuring that prospective teachers have more rigorous 
preparation in the arts and sciences, To- 
morrow’s Schools of Education suggested 
few specific proposals for strengthening 
the relationship to the arts and sciences, 
beyond insisting on the importance of 
doing so. 

Third, while the Holmes Group has 
continually referred to the education of 
educators, there is a tendency to slip into 
focusing on the initial preparation of 
teachers. Reform must address the education of all professionals, 
not just beginning teachers — administrators, counselors, and psy- 
chologists, advanced teachers, professors of education, and so 
on — a point stressed by Harry Judge in the foreword to this 
book, and also emphasized by Labaree (1995). Although the re- 
port does acknowledge the importance of these professionals, to- 
morrow’s schools of education are portrayed as primarily places 
devoted to the preparation and support of teachers. 

Fourth, we fear that too much freight is being placed on the 
PDS. If PDSes represent islands of improvement, how do we 
“make islands into archipelagoes” (Hargreaves, 1995) and make 
the PDS part of a larger school reform effort? Further, in its en- 
thusiasm for professional development school research, Tomor- 
row’s Schools of Education could be read as suggesting that the 
PDS is “the only acceptable subject and site for education school 
research” (Labaree, 1995, p. 194). 



WE FEAR THAT TOO 
MUCH FREICHT 
IS BEINC PLACED ON 
THE PDS. 



A O. < 
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In 1995, the Holmes Group began a process to change its 
structure and membership, indeed its very strategy, as it conclud- 
ed that more allies were needed. Instead of an organization re- 
stricted to a relatively small number of research universities, the 
group began to expand and establish new alliances. An enlarged 
Board of Directors, with representatives from professional educa- 
tion organizations, schools, and school districts, met throughout 
the year to draw up recommendations about organizational aims, 
membership, structure, leadership, and priorities. Membership in 
the new organization will include professional organizations in 
education, as well as partnerships between research universities 
and school districts and other institutions that prepare teachers. 
We return to these new developments in Chapter 3. 

B. Key Findings 

We have organized the findings around three levels of activity: 
first, the Holmes Group in local contexts; second, the Holmes 
Group as a national entity; and third, the Holmes Group in the 
broader policy context of teacher education reform. 

I.THE HOLMES GROUP IN LOCAL CONTEXTS 

Tomorrow’s Teachers, in addition to initiating national debate about 
teacher education reform, also provided a catalyst for local action. 
In the mid 1980s, and at a time when teacher education was being 
left: out of the equation of school reform. Tomorrow’s Teachers ap- 
peared, quickly placing teacher education in the middle of the 
equation. The action was not restricted to Holmes member uni- 
versities, but was characteristic of many teacher education institu- 
tions. Intense discussion about the Holmes and Carnegie reports 
was accompanied by a surge of enthusiastic reform activity in col- 
leges of education and in many K-12 schools associated with these 
colleges. The goal of making teaching a profession through gradu- 
ate preparation and research- based programs appealed to many in 
higher education, but understandably more to those in research 
universities than in colleges with only undergraduate programs. 
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Membership in the Holmes Group was seen by many univer- 
sities to be highly desirable. Indeed, some colleges of education 
seemed to enjoy a much-needed boost in status because of their 
new prestigious association. The Holmes Group provided a plat- 
form and an agenda that could be used as leverage within the uni- 
versity to facilitate teacher education reform. In the words of one 
dean who had used Holmes membership to advantage, “Holmes 
came along at a good time. Joining gave external validation and 
impetus to do things that we considered to be the right things.” 

It is important to note that because our site visits were all to 
schools or colleges of education seen as making good progress 
with the Holmes agenda, they gave a restricted picture of teacher 
education reform. In all cases, Holmes had significandy impacted 
the local scene. The Holmes Group occasionally provided almost 
a template for program change — for instance at Louisiana State 
University — but more often the Holmes agenda gave additional 
impetus to changes that were already underway, or at least antici- 
pated by the dean and a few key faculty members. This was the 
case, for instance, at the University of Connecticut, the University 
of Louisville, and the University of Utah. For other institutions, 
such as Iowa State University, the Holmes Group operated to 
“kick-start” a process of rethinking structure and program, but 
beyond providing direction and some common language, seemed 
to have only a moderate influence on the specifics of the new pro- 
grams that evolved. 

Our survey and interview data uncovered a number of themes 
related to initial local membership and local action. Each of these 
is discussed in the following section on local campus activity of 
member institutions. 



PROGRAM REDESIGN 

If any Holmes Group initiative caught the attention of teacher ed- 
ucators nationally, it was the call for extended and/or graduate 
teacher preparation programs. Our data suggest that local condi- 
tions and state policy contexts often limited efforts to implement 
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this agenda item. In the survey, less than half of the deans report- 
ed that their colleges had moved to extended programs. Financial 
and political considerations were paramount for many institutions, 
but the absence of empirical data supporting a shift to extended 
programs was also cited as a reason for maintaining the under- 
graduate program. In some cases, 5th-year programs were started, 
only to see a return to undergraduate teacher education, usually 
due to declines in enrollment. It seems that for further progress 
to be made, policy and licensing systems would have to be devel- 
oped to reinforce extended programs — without such contextual 
supports, many universities will find it difficult to maintain longer 
and thus more expensive programs. 

An aspect of program redesign that came to the fore with the 
publication of Tomorrow’s Schools was the need to prepare teachers 
to work with all children to meet the needs of learners in an in- 
creasingly diverse society. In our surveys, deans and faculty mem- 
bers were asked the degree to which their programs addressed 
teacher education in these important areas. Although 60-70 per- 
cent of the deans and faculty members reported that their teachers 
are moderately- to-well prepared to attend to the issues of race, 
culture, gender, and class, less than 20 percent of respondents ac- 
tually claim their students are “well- prepared” to address these is- 
sues. Nonetheless, these data are consistent with the data gath- 
ered by the AACTE Research About Teacher Education Project, 
suggesting that nationally most deans and faculty believe that they 
are working on the problem of preparing teachers to work in di- 
verse settings, although very little performance -based data are 
available to indicate the success of such programs. 

Deans and faculty were also asked about other areas that were 
part of the Holmes reform agenda. Program redesign appears to 
be marked by a “broken front,” with change in some areas out- 
stripping that in others. Reports from deans were consistently 
more positive than those from faculty members. Areas in which 
the most progress was reported were a conceptual framework to 
guide the program, more rigorous standards of entry into teacher 
education programs, and improved assessments for preservice 
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teacher candidates. Areas in which least progress was reported 
were: articulating learning goals for student teachers, making in- 
quiry integral to the teacher preparation program, and evaluating 
teacher education programs. 

When asked about the impetus for reform in their school or 
college of education, about 40 percent of the respondents at- 
tribute the changes made so far to participation in the Holmes 
Group. It is interesting to note that the few deans at the institu- 
tions that are members of both Holmes and of the National Net- 
work for Educational Renewal (NNER) could not trace the his- 
torical roots of the many actions they and the faculty have taken 
to achieve renewal of the teacher education programs, because the 
agendas are similar. Teacher education reform at these sites is not 
identified as either Holmes or NNER; it is reform, first and fore- 
most. 

The local data, as gained by the surveys and die site visits, 
suggest initial progress but limited systematic development in the 
redesign of teacher education programs. This is the source of the 
fragility that seems associated with reform in preservice programs. 
To bring about reforms in teacher education, a set of variables 
must come together. The leadership must be visible, stable, and 
strong. The faculty must buy into and own the agenda. The 
norms of the academy must be made malleable to achieve curricu- 
lar flexibility. Local schools must accept the rationale and the new 
programs to provide the types of field experiences necessary to 
prepare teachers for classroom practice. As if these four broad 
areas don’t present enough of a challenge, each must also be bal- 
anced against the others. In many ways, it is remarkable that some 
of the Holmes initiatives have taken hold at some member institu- 
tions, particularly in the absence of explicit strategies for linking 
local action with the national agenda. 



RELATIONSHIPS WITH SCHOOLS 

The Holmes Group has been a strong proponent of colleges of 
education developing stronger ties to local schools, and it is clear 
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from our data that progress is being made 
site visits OFFERED a on this agenda. Three-quarters of our sur- 
vey respondents report that they have 
MORE NUANCED . 

been assisting schools in school improve - 
PICTURE OF FIELD ment efforts and that teachers are partici- 
pating in the changes being made in the 
DEVELOPMENT. . TT , . 

preservice programs. However, the site 

visits offered a more nuanced picture of 
field development. Even in these sites, seen as making good 
progress with the Holmes agenda, program redesign did not seem 
to be characterized by strong local teacher participation. In all 
sites, school personnel had been involved in early discussions 
about teacher education reform and establishment of PDSes. 
However, once PDSes were operating and initial changes had 
been made, curriculum still seemed to be the proprietary interest 
of the university faculty. Although school leaders were kept ap- 
prised of the changes occurring, school personnel were not always 
active in the design of the courses and programs. 

In reconciling our conclusions from the site visits with the 
survey data, it appears that there may be considerable involvement 
of field personnel with various aspects of the teacher preparation 
programs, but decision-making about such programs seems to be- 
long to the university rather than the field. 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SCHOOLS (PDS) 

If any aspect of the Holmes agenda has shown signs of enduring, 
it is the expectation that member institutions wall conduct teacher 
education in PDSes. A commitment to establish PDSes was a re- 
quirement for membership (The Holmes Group, 1986, p. 66). 
Some Holmes Group members had already established collabora- 
tive relationships with school districts and others quickly followed. 
The PDS initiative had soon spread across the teacher education 
community. Colleges of education with a history of collaboration 
with the field saw PDSes as consistent with their earlier work and 
intensified their activities, while others initiated new projects. We 
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look closely at PDSes because they are so central to the Holmes 
agenda, and so complex as a change strategy. 

By 1995, according to our survey data, all responding 
Holmes institutions reported at least one professional develop- 
ment school. The apparent universality of PDSes, however, 
should be interpreted in light of Gehrke’s observation that many 
colleges display a “trophy mentality” about PDSes (Gehrke, 
1991); in other words, what counts is having one. The extent to 
which a professional development school actually exemplifies die 
characteristics oudined in Tomorrow *s Schools is difficult to deter- 
mine, but many of our interviews suggested that the gap between 
rhetoric and reality is wide. 

While the survey data suggest that the PDS may be the 
Holmes reform dimension that lasts, our site visits suggest that 
the PDSes that exist are not yet “continuous improvement” 
schools peopled by teachers, preservice teachers, and university 
faculty. Those who have worked to develop PDSes agree with 
those who have written about them that difficulties abound. 

Resources have been a challenge, since establishing PDSes can 
be costly. A Michigan partnership (involving business, govern- 
ment, and universities), established to improve education, provid- 
ed several million dollars to set up and support PDS (Holmes 
Group Forum, Winter 1990). On the other hand, the majority of 
PDSes appear to have been developed with few extra financial re- 
sources. For example, in the five colleges of education portrayed 
in the case profiles for this study, most PDSes were operated from 
general revenues, on a basis not significantly different from that of 
other schools. In some sites, university faculty members spent sig- 
nificant amounts of time in the schools on a regular basis. In such 
cases, their contribution provided additional resources and flexi- 
bility, as did the time of teaching interns, who were usually expert 
enough to take on substantial school responsibilities. The Univer- 
sity of Louisville and the Jefferson County Schools provided mod- 
est funding to encourage new and creative initiatives that would 
otherwise be difficult to launch, and found that small amounts of 
money can have a significant impact. 
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Collaboration between schools and faculties of education is 
another challenge. Data from our respondents support Nystrand’s 
(1991) observation about the differences in organizational culture 
between schools and universities. Differences include varying ap- 
proaches to work roles, reward systems, and organizational struc- 
tures. However, universities and schools are similar in having 
crowded schedules and little time to embark on new initiatives. If 
PDSes are to be successful, commitment and involvement is re- 
quired from the top (deans and superintendents) and from the 
grass roots (teachers and faculty members). The Holmes Group 
has stressed the interconnectedness of schools and universities, ac- 
knowledging the need for what Goodlad has referred to as “si- 
multaneous renewal” of K-12 schools and teacher education pro- 
grams. Our data suggest that PDSes, valuable as they are, are on 
their own an insufficient strategy for changing two such complex 
social institutions. 

Clinical faculty are often appointed to take on the main re- 
sponsibility for PDS programs. However, it might be argued, 
these staff are neither fish nor fowl. They are not teachers, nor do 
they enjoy the usual rights and privileges of university faculty, 
since they are rarely eligible for tenure-track positions. They are 
school-based teacher educators who are not expected to conduct 
research, but may be expected to lead local teachers in action re- 
search. They might be essential, but might also be keeping univer- 
sity faculty and PDS teachers at arms-length from one another. 
Given the importance of scholarship in the leading research uni- 
versities, it is somewhat ironic that basing so much of teacher 
preparation in PDSes has sometimes meant that research faculty 
are less involved. The labor-intensive work of PDSes may lead re- 
search faculty to decrease their involvement, a decision made pos- 
sible by the presence of clinical faculty to pick up the load. Re- 
gardless of the infusion of “inquiry” throughout the teacher 
preparation program, without the strong participation of research 
faculty members, teacher preparation in PDS sites may emphasize 
practice and clinical work at the expense of scholarship. 
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It is the research goal of PD Ses that raises the most funda- 
mental questions and limitations of this strategy. PDSes were sup- 
posed to help the teaching profession in six fundamental ways: 

1. By promoting much more ambitious conceptions of 
teaching and learning on the part of prospective teachers 
in universities and students in schools. 

2. By adding to and reorganizing the collections of knowl- 
edge we have about teaching and learning. 

3. By ensuring that enterprising, relevant, responsible re- 
search and development is done in schools. 

4. By linking experienced teachers’ efforts to renew their 
knowledge and advance their status with efforts to im- 
prove their schools and to prepare new teachers. 

5. By creating incentives for faculties in the public schools 
and faculties in the education schools to work mutually. 

6. By strengthening the relationship between schools and 
the broader political, social, and economic communities 
in which they reside (Holmes Group, 1990, pp. 1-2). 

We found little evidence of progress of research in PDSes. 
Much of the formal inquiry in the PDS sites we visited was being 
conducted by teacher interns as part of the requirements of their 
programs. In other cases, teachers were involved in action research 
related to a university course or graduate program. As Howey 
(1996) notes about PDSes in general, larger programs of research 
are “all but absent at the present time across and within the vast 
majority of PDSes” (p. 181). 

There is some indication that teachers and principals in PDSes 
were enthused about their participation, and were perhaps more 
involved in professional development as a result, but it appears that 
the impact of this work remains undocumented and tiius perma- 
nendy lost. 

A further problem relates to the values and incentives for 
scholarship in higher education. In our interviews, we often hear 
that untenured faculty members felt the need to disengage from 



q The Holmes Group: 1985-1995 



33 



PDSes to make time for more of the kind of research and writing 
that would be recognized for tenure and promotion. The theory 
is that faculty working in close partnership with teachers in PDSes 
will in the long run achieve greater school improvement, better 
teacher education for all concerned, greater integration of theory 
and practice, and more grounded and valid research. But as 
Judge, Carriedo, & Johnson (1995) observe: 

There is much in the culture of higher education itself which en- 
sures that these longer term gains are nearly always less persua- 
sive than the shorter term pressures on faculty, and especially on 
junior faculty, (p. 11)' 

Stated another way, the broader institutional conditions and 
support required to assist a serious program of research are not 
yet established. 

Finally, what about PDSes as a strategy for school improve- 
ment? Is the development of such prototypes a productive strate- 
gy for teacher education and school reform? We have already seen 
one problem: either conditions for development may not exist, or 
the conditions for documenting the results may be weak. A sec- 
ond issue relates to whether networks are set up for PDSes to 
learn from each other. By far the most serious shortfall, however, 
is the assumption that PDSes will influence other schools in the 
district and beyond. The vision is that PDSes would be networked 
or otherwise influence non-PDSes. We don’t blame the Holmes 
Group when we conclude that “they don’t exert such influence.” 
Andy Hargreaves (1996), in the American Educational Re- 
search Association symposium on our report, discussed it this way: 

What is teacher preparation a route to? The goal is not to create 
a high quality program as an end in itself, but rather to influence 
the sustained quality of teaching and learning in schools over 
time, across systems. Teacher education should be a subsidiary 
question to the larger one of improvement of systems. Concep- 
tually you may create excellent candidates who are doomed to 
die on the rocks of un transformed schools. 



The Rise and Stall of Teacher Education Reform 



Hargreaves goes on to talk about the wider institutional 
problem. PDSes are projects rather than new institutional ways of 
life. They can be marginalized by creating small enclaves (Har- 
greaves calls them “Epcot Centers”) of activity unconnected with 
the rest of the district. He concludes by arguing that the starting 
point should not begin with teacher preparation or PDSes, but 
with the question of what role should schools of education play in 
wider systemic change. 

We do not dwell on the PDS to criticize Holmes, but rather 
to argue that a much more comprehensive strategy is needed to 
accomplish the goals set out — one that is beyond the grasp of the 
Holmes Group working alone. 

STATE CONTEXT 

Because schools, colleges, and departments of education are in- 
evitably affected by the context in which they operate, local re- 
form is inevitably influenced by state policies and practices. Re- 
quiring a master’s degree for teacher certification, for instance, 
may be a requirement easier to sustain in a state with high teacher 
salaries than in a state with low teacher salaries. In some states, 
teacher licensing policies entail rigorous standards, supporting 
those colleges of education with extended programs and high 
entry qualifications. In other states, “such initiatives are under- 
mined by the resurgence of licensing practices aimed at putting 
teachers in classrooms quickly and cheaply” (Darling-Hammond 
& Goodwin, 1993, p. 35) through quick alternative certification 
programs. In some states, such as South Carolina, policy frame- 
works have been approved to provide funding for PDSes (Ishler 
& Edens, undated), with clearly articulated criteria concerning 
how universities and schools would qualify for funding. We would 
venture to say that at the time the Holmes Group was operating, 
state policy was inimical to the goals set out in the trilogy. 

In brief, state policy remains a powerful variable which can 
impede or assist local development. The comprehensive goals of 
the education of all educators, and the simultaneous renewal of 
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universities and schools, are not likely to be achieved without a 
supportive policy context, a matter we return to in Chapter 3. 



Given the plethora of actors in teacher education during the last 
decade, disentangling the role and impact of the Holmes Group 
as compared to that of other events or groups is difficult if not 
impossible. Some of these other developments include the work 
of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards; the 
Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium, op- 
erating under the auspices of the Council for Chief State School 
Officers; new standards for the National Council for the Accredi- 
tation of Teacher Education; John Goodlad’s National Network 
for Educational Renewal; and the emergence of other networks 
and consortia such as the Renaissance Group, Project 30 Alliance, 
and the Urban Network for Improving Teacher Education. 
Nonetheless, we are confident in concluding that the Holmes 
Group had a substantial effect on teacher education reform at the 
national level, within regions and states, and in many individual 
schools, colleges, and departments of education. 

At the national level, the Holmes Group set the terms of the 
debate, focused the discussion, and served as the catalyst for much 
of the change that occurred. Even for those critical of the pro- 
posed changes, the Holmes Group shaped much of the teacher 
education reform agenda in the mid-to-late 1980s. The Holmes 
Group went beyond producing an agenda for action; the simulta- 
neous formation of a consortium of nearly 100 major universities, 
all devoted to improving teacher education, also provided a forum 
in which to implement the agenda. The Holmes Group was not 
an outside group recommending changes to education, but was 
rather a group of insiders committing to a new agenda. 

The impact of the Holmes Group was enhanced by several 
factors, some having to do with the agenda itself, and others hav- 
ing more to do with extraneous forces. That the message of To- 
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II. THE HOLMES GROUP AS A NATIONAL 
ENTITY 





morrow’s Teachers was similar in many ways to that of the 
Carnegie Forum report, A Nation Prepared, strengthened the 
overall impact. At least at the beginning of its life, the Holmes 
Group agenda was seen as relatively clear: longer and more intel- 
lectually rigorous teacher preparation programs and improved 
clinical preparation for teachers through PDSes. Although not 
simple, the agenda was coherent, and if implemented, it promised 
not only better programs and better prepared teachers, but also 
greater influence for teacher educators. Much of what was new in 
the 1986 reports of both the Holmes Group and the Carnegie 
Forum has now become part of what is commonly accepted as a 
desirable direction for reform, although it may not yet be visible 
in many schools and colleges of education. 

The timing of the Holmes Group was another important factor 
in its early success. The Holmes Group appeared in the reform 
arena at a critical point in the history of teacher education, just as 
the first wave of American educational reform was giving way to the 
second. As reformers moved to consider more complex proposals 
to restructure schools, it became clear that radical changes would 
be required in the work and the training of teachers. Most of the 
agenda for proceeding with this difficult task was provided by the 
Holmes Group, with the publication of Tomorrow’s Teachers. 

Five themes emerged from our data concerning the Holmes 
Group as a national entity — prestige, focus and momentum, equi- 
ty/ diversity, ideas versus action, and organizational issues. 



PRESTIGE 

The much vaunted “prestige” of the Holmes Group has been a 
double-edged sword throughout the decade of its life. There is no 
doubt that the prestige of a group whose membership included 
leading American universities lent credibility to its suggested re- 
forms. As well, the prospect of being in such company was cer- 
tainly influential in persuading many universities to join. As noted 
earlier in the report, many deans were able to take advantage of 
this perceived status boost to move the reform agenda forward 
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more rapidly than would otherwise have been possible. To the ex- 
tent that prestige was associated with high-quality programs and 
progress in improving teacher education, it was a positive force. 

On the other hand, an air of exclusionary elitism was associated 
with the Holmes Group. Of the 250 institutions offering doctoral 
degrees in education, less than half were invited to join the Holmes 
Group, a situation that created some resentment. Such resentment 
increased as it became clear that not all Holmes members were 
committed to acting on the Holmes agenda for reform, while many 
non-Holmes institutions were working hard to improve their 
teacher preparation programs and establish PDS. For some of the 
most prestigious research universities, although they often contin- 
ued as nominal Holmes members, reforming teacher education was 
not a high priority. At a national level, the Holmes leadership was in 
the awkward position of advocating an agenda not being pursued 
by some of its most powerful member institutions. 

The challenge for the future is to ensure that prestige is asso- 
ciated with strong, high-quality programs, rather than with be- 
longing to a group that could be seen as exclusionary. 

FOCUS AND MOMENTUM 

During the early years, the agenda of the Holmes Group was seen 
as relatively clear. Holmes stood for higher standards, extended 
programs of teacher preparation, closer ties with arts and sciences, 
and PDSes. However, the distinction between accepting a set of 
goals and actually implementing them soon became apparent, and 
one dean suggested that the early consensus might be more accu- 
rately described as “false clarity.” Many schools of education, as 
they considered the pros and cons of moving to graduate-level 
certification programs, decided that the contexts in which they 
operated would not support such a move. Many schools of educa- 
tion also had less success than expected in coordinating their ef- 
forts with their colleagues in the arts and sciences. 

The Holmes Group also had problems addressing two of its 
more ambitious goals — goals which the whole field has failed to 
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deal with. One concerned the preparation and roles of other profes- 
sionals in addition to teachers — psychologists, social workers, other 
health professionals, and administrators. The other involves linkages 
to parents and the community. Tomorrow ’s Schools } it will be re- 
called, was concerned to strengthen “the relationship between 
schools and the broader political, social, and economic communi- 
ties in which they reside” (1990, p. 2). The question of focus- 
how limited and how comprehensive — occupied much of the de- 
bate surrounding the drafting of Tomor- 
row^ Schools of Education. ~ 

Related to questions of focus is loss of WE believe that the 
momentum. The Holmes Group started 
with a great surge of energy and excite- 
ment. The first major report, Tomorrow’s WAS RELATED TO . 
Teachers , stimulated widespread and lively 
debate in the literature, on university cam- 
puses, and at professional and academic [and] .the 
meetings. The teacher education commu- 
nity, at least that part of it involved with 
research universities, became engaged in a 
process of rethinking what they were 
about and grappling with how to change 
their programs and their relationships with the field. 

After initially capturing the marketplace of ideas, however, the 
evidence from the multiple data sources tapped in this study indi- 
cate that the Holmes Group began to lose momentum, particular- 
ly in the last 5 years. Tomorrow’s Schools came out after the publi- 
cation of Tomorrow’s Teachers', it was another 5 years before the 
appearance of Tomorrow’s Schools of Education. During the latter 
5 -year period, the Holmes Group seemed preoccupied with its 



LOSS OF MOMENTUM 



A LOSS OF FOCUS 



MAGNITUDE OF THE 



WORK. 



own future, allowing other actors to take over the reform agenda. 
By the time Tomorrow’s Schools of Education finally appeared, 
many readers were disappointed to find what they saw as bro- 
mides and “polemical prose” that provided litde concrete help in 
reforming schools of education and seemed to underplay crucial 
components of the reform agenda. 
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What contributed to the loss of momentum? Judith Lanier 
(1996) claimed in the AJERA symposium that it was related to the 
fact that the “real work” had begun in the 1990s. The early work 
in the late 1980s, she notes, was merely talk. The actual doing of 
it proved to be extremely difficult. Consistent with this, we be- 
lieve that the loss of momentum was related to two major inter- 
acting factors. First, there was a loss of focus, as people realized 
that everything related to everything else, and debates resulted in 
further confusion or frustration. Second, the magnitude of die 
work was such that it simply could not be done by these institu- 
tions working by themselves. It required a much larger combina- 
tion of forces. 

EQUITY AND DIVERSITY 

After a slow start in relation to issues of equity and diversity, the 
organization has made significant progress on some dimensions of 
equity The Holmes Group leadership was quick to acknowledge 
the earlier omission of equity and diversity issues, initiating several 
actions that indicated a new commitment to diversity. First, six 
historically Black colleges and universities, the institutions that 
prepare the largest number of teachers from minority back- 
grounds, became full members of the Holmes Group. In recogni- 
tion of their limited financial resources, the Holmes Board has 
provided small grants to facilitate their participation in the con- 
sortium. Although the six institutions have been involved in vary- 
ing degrees, in at least some colleges membership has been influ- 
ential in helping deans and faculty to reform and further 
strengthen their teacher preparation programs. 

The second initiative was the establishment of the Holmes 
Scholars program to identify and support promising minority 
graduate students in education, a program that allowed the 
Holmes Group to make real progress with addressing diversity. 
The intent of the program was to help create a pool of compe- 
tent, qualified scholars of color, as well as scholars with disabili- 
ties. The program was seen as benefiting higher education by in- 
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creasing the pool of potential faculty members from diverse back- 
grounds by providing financial support, mentoring, and recogni- 
tion as the Holmes Scholars proceeded through their doctoral 
programs and sought academic positions. 

With over 100 Holmes Scholars, the program is an exception 
to a frequently reported perception of the Holmes Group as con- 
cerned more with words than action. Holmes Scholars themselves 
are very positive about the program and the benefits to their stud- 
ies and careers. Networking and mutual support among the 
Holmes Scholars has been a major strength of the program. For 
many young scholars, accustomed to being the only or one of 
very few students of color, it is “affirming and exhilarating to be 
in a room with 50 or 60 other people all engaged in doctoral 
studies.” A challenge for the future is to provide more guidance 
to schools, colleges, and departments of education as to how en- 
sure better mentoring and guidance to Holmes Scholars for suc- 
cessfully beginning and building an academic career. Another dif- 
ficulty has been the scarcity of available tenure track positions in 
the university marketplace over the past few years. Several inter- 
viewees stressed the need to encourage schools and colleges of ed- 
ucation to look to the Holmes Scholars program as a source of 
new faculty. 

Overall, both Holmes Scholars and others agree this program 
has been highly successful and must be continued regardless of 
the future of the Holmes Group. One dean who had hired several 
former Holmes Scholars noted that all the faculty at the school of 
education “now put a higher priority on recruiting minorities.” 
The presence of several young faculty of color had increased the 
level of awareness among all faculty members. 

In her evaluation of Holmes Group equity and diversity ini- 
tiatives, Irvine (1994) emphasized that the curriculum and prepa- 
ration of all student teachers has to change if all teachers are to be 
able to instruct children of color. Since the PDSes did not go very 
far in developing and documenting new teacher education cur- 
riculum more generally, as we have seen, it is not surprising that 
PDSes as prototypes of equity-based reform are not in evidence. 
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Valli, Cooper, and Frankes (1996, p. 263) in a comprehensive re- 
view of research on equity in PDSes, confirm this conclusion in 
observing that “we are still a long way from knowing whether 
PDSes can do better than other schools in terms of disentangling 
social class inequalities from learning opportunities” (Holmes 
Group, 1990, p. 34). 

The Holmes Group, especially in its latter two publications, has 
heavily advocated equity goals. For example, Tomorrow’s Schools 
states, “A Professional Development School selected because of its 
staffs commitment to bridging cultural divides can provide novices 
with systematic occasions to study equity within diversity” (p. 37). 
However, as with the Holmes research agenda more generally, “lit- 
tle research has been done on PDSes about diversity issues and 
school failure” (Valli, Cooper, & Frankes, 1996, p. 282). 

The role of schools as agents of social and political reform is a 
tall order. It is not enough to advocate it. Local conditions and 
strategies must support its implementation: “district policies, as 
well as school structures, processes, schedules, and resources, 
must support the reforms; teachers must share, and have the 
power to enact the vision” (ibid., pp. 298-299). Even in schools 
where this is sincerely attempted, there are tremendous deep- 
seated barriers (such as power relationships and who benefits) in 
making headway (Oakes et al., 1997). 

Furthermore, as we mentioned earlier in reference to initia- 
tives on professional development infrastructure, it is increasingly 
clear that parent and community reform must be closely linked to 
teacher and school reform (Fullan & Watson, 1997). Promoting 
teacher professionalism not only must avoid widening the gap 
from parents, but also must explicitly embody how the gap could 
be narrowed. 

With the publication of Tomorrow’s Schools , the Holmes Group 
emphasized the importance of quality teaching for all children, 
stressing the need for educators to learn a great deal about students’ 
backgrounds and cultures in order to teach them successfully. This 
means confronting issues of race and ethnicity as well as responding 
to issues of gender and disability — a still largely unfinished agenda. 
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IN THE VIEW OF MANY 



RESPONDENTS, THE 



HOLMES GROUP DID 



NOT FULFILL ITS 



POTENTIAL BECAUSE IT 



OWN ACTION AGENDA 



One of the themes emerging across all the data sets was the belief 
that the Holmes Group was stronger in ideas than action, that it 
could have accomplished more if it had 
spent less time wresding with words and 
more time developing and implementing 
an action plan. In the view of many re- 
spondents, the Holmes Group did not ful- 
fill its considerable potential because it 
failed to pursue its own action agenda in 
any depth. The Holmes Group substitut- 
ed writing papers for systematic lobbying CONSIDERABLE 
or working to implement the agenda; 

“too much time and energy was devoted 
to finding the right word, as though the failedto pursue its 
right word would move reform along.” 

One faculty member spoke for many in 
stating, “The Holmes Group has the rep- in any depth. 

utation in our institution as being strong 

on talk, weak on action.” On the other 

hand, particularly in the first two books of the trilogy, the Holmes 
Group formulated powerful ideas, fostered dialogue and debate, 
and influenced the thinking of untold numbers. 

At the national level, the Holmes Group seems to have suf- 
fered some confusion about its role in relation to teacher educa- 
tion reform. Like various independent commissions, the Holmes 
Group produced major reports setting out, in general terms, an 
agenda for reform. The Holmes Group, on the other hand, was a 
group of educational “insiders,” making recommendations that 
applied to their own institutions. To maintain credibility, they 
would have to be seen to be implementing their own agenda and 
assisting others to do the same. And yet, our data suggest that the 
Holmes Group as a national organization did not make the diffi- 
cult but important shift from an agenda-creating body to an 
agenda-implementing body. 
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The degree to which the Holmes Group as an organization 
should have been active in fostering local implementation, espe- 
cially during this initial 10-year period, however, is a debatable 
point. It could be argued that the main task was in formulating a 
compelling national agenda. Interviews with Holmes Group lead- 
ers indicate that Holmes never saw itself as a technical assistance 
organization. It built an agenda and expected the deans to deliver 
on it, interpreting it to suit their own unique contexts. In some 
cases, the expectations were fulfilled. A dean who had been suc- 
cessful in implementing the agenda described the relationship as 
follows: “The Holmes Group leadership provided the ideas, but it 
was up to us as deans to take action. I took a great deal of action. 
It caused discomfort, but it got us moving. I think the criticism 
that there is not an action agenda is in the eye of the beholder.” 

Not all deans, however, were able to make the changes on 
their own. Several deans and faculty members expressed frustra- 
tion and disappointment; in the words of one dean, “I have 
reached out for help and support to the Holmes Group and it’s 
been unresponsive.” Many faculty in our study noted that they 
often left national meetings frustrated with the lack of progress on 
the action aspects of the agenda. For those institutions that were 
members of both the Holmes Group and the National Network 
for Educational Renewal (NNER), the lack of emphasis on action 
presented less of a problem. Holmes provided legitimacy and a 
framework, while NNER had more of an action agenda and ex- 
pectation for accountability. The ideas and principles of reform in 
both networks were compatible. 

Another perspective on the lack of action comes from deans 
of institutions who left the Holmes Group, several of whom 
noted that member institutions were not held accountable for im- 
plementing the agenda. In other words, although the original vi- 
sion of die Holmes Group required a commitment to action at 
the local level, institutions were able to avoid such action, yet re- 
main in the organization if they wished. 

In considering the difficulties encountered with local imple- 
mentation of the national agenda, faculty and deans in our inter- 
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views had several suggestions of how a national organization 
could support action. 

□ The most frequent suggestion was to increase the empha- 
sis on networking and learning from the experiences of 
other schools and colleges of education and PDSes. Com- 
munication should be broad-based and bottom-up as well 
as top-down, so the leadership group understands mem- 
bers’ views and the progress they are making in local sites. 

h Focus more on implementation problems and on identi- 
fying strategies for overcoming such problems. Access the 
experience and learning of member colleges that are 
working with these ideas, both through publications such 
as the guidebook on strategies for increasing diversity in 
schools and colleges of education, or through workshop- 
type sessions in which problems are shared and solutions 
suggested. The work of Goodlad’s National Network for 
Educational Renewal is perceived as a good example of 
providing hands-on work focused on action as well as 
ideas. 

■ Make use of national meetings to focus on strategies for 
action to move the agenda along and resolve problems 
with implementation. 

n Provide support with documenting and evaluating 
progress at both the local and national levels to track 
progress and problems, and to provide evidence of suc- 
cess. Develop and coordinate a program of research 
which assesses and continually builds on what is learned. 



ORGANIZATIONAL ISSUES 

Analysis of data gathered through interviews and the survey re- 
veals that within the Holmes Group, organizational issues created 
delays and barriers that often frustrated members. 

Decision-making and communication in any such national or- 
ganization would not be easy. In this case, when members are re- 
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search universities in all parts of the country, with varying priori- 
ties and concerns, it has been especially difficult. Because the top 
priority of deans of education is dealing with their own schools, 
colleges, and departments of education, they rarely took the ini- 
tiative in establishing and maintaining communication with the 
central Holmes office. Although some administrative support has 
always been available in the Holmes Group, it was never adequate 
and was seriously eroded in 1993 when Kathy Devaney, the senior 
staff member in charge of communication, passed away. No one 
had full-time responsibility for ensuring that the Holmes Group 
operated effectively as a consortium — that is, linking, represent- 
ing, and supporting its members as they work to reform teacher 
education. Given the size and complexity of the agenda in which 
the Holmes Group is engaged, this limited organization and ad- 
ministrative capacity was a serious weakness. 

Getting a new organization established often requires a more 
centralized Board of Directors and leadership. However, the 
Holmes Group leadership recognized by 1995, and our findings 
corroborate, that a more broadly based partnership, with a more 
inclusive leadership style and greater administrative resources, was 
required. Many respondents observed that the Holmes Group 
leadership seemed somewhat isolated from the members and that 
more organizational resources should be available to support 
communication and networking. 



III. THE HOLMES GROUP IN THE BROADER 
POLICY CONTEXT 

Policy contexts at the state and national levels are highly influential 
in shaping the agenda for reform, especially at a time of growing 
discontent with public institutions. The policy context for teacher 
education during the initial decade of reform (1985-1995) was 
complex and dynamic. Across the United States, the 1980s were 
characterized by two parallel but somewhat anomalous trends: at 
the same time the Holmes Group and other education profession- 
als were developing and communicating a framework calling for 
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more rigorous teacher preparation for teachers, many states were 
introducing policies that de-emphasized professional preparation 
for teachers. Caps on the number of hours in education courses 
and models for alternative certification are examples of policies 
that move in the opposite direction to those that would be pro- 
posed by most teacher educators and certainly by those in the 
Holmes Group. The Holmes Group was not alone in its recom- 
mendations; the Carnegie Forum (1986), the National Council 
for Accreditation of Teacher Education, and the National Board 
for Professional Teaching Standards all agreed on the need to 
strengthen professional preparation and agreed on at least some of 
the means for doing so. Yet policies direcdy counter to their rec- 
ommendations cropped up increasingly across the country 
(Gideonse, 1992). 

Berry and Catoe (1994) show how prescriptive state policies 
in South Carolina conflict with emerging standards of practice for 
teaching and with more challenging professional preparation pro- 
grams: 

The state-mandated beginning teacher evaluation system (with 
its requirements of demonstrating 51 discrete, teaching behav- 
iors in a 5 -minute or less class period) is an aggravation and, to 
some extent, an anathema to the kinds of teaching and learning 
exemplified in [the new master’s elementary program], (p. 196) 

Even state policy changes consistent with the Holmes Group 
agenda, such as requiring an undergraduate degree in arts and sci- 
ences or increasing internship requirements, were often enacted in 
a context that seemed highly critical of teacher education institu- 
tions, in that the. emphasis was shifted from schools and colleges 
of education to faculties of arts and sciences, or to schools. 

Clark (1992), in discussing teacher education policy in the 
1980s, noted that the policy context reflected the low level of 
public confidence in the system of teacher education, a lack of 
confidence further exacerbated by the low status of teacher educa- 
tion within the university and disagreement among teacher educa- 
tors themselves. The Holmes Group was also concerned that 
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EVIDENCE FROM OUR 



DATA INDICATES THAT 



THE HOLMES CROUP 



ACTIVE IN THE POLICY 



many schools of education in the country offered programs of low 
quality. The 1980s were characterized by a growing public agenda 
for educational improvement that appeared to be simple, feasible 
and cost-effective, involving testing teachers at entry and exit 
points, limiting the number of hours of pedagogical training, and 
establishing alternative routes for new sources of candidates. Such 
proposals were in contrast to the more rigorous proposals coming 
from the Holmes Group and other educa- 

tion leaders, proposals that involved 

longer and stronger (and more expensive) 
programs, as well as elaborate restructur- 
ing of field-based work through PDSes. 

Throughout the decade of its exis- 
tence, the Holmes Group has grappled 
was NOT highly with the problems of reforming educa- 
tion, and especially teacher education. As 
we have noted throughout the report, the 
ARENA. . . . main focus was on articulating the agenda 

for reform for both schools and colleges 

of education and their parent universities, 
extending as well into partnerships with local schools and school 
districts. Although Holmes targeted its own institutions, the ex- 
pectation was that program reform in these major research univer- 
sities would provide a new standard for the profession, and other 
institutions would be stimulated to move toward higher quality 
teacher preparation programs. 

Other than the important contribution of its three public re- 
ports (the first two of which were influential), evidence from our 
data indicates that the Holmes Group was not highly active in the 
policy arena, particularly at the national and state levels. Interview 
data from those involved from the group’s inception suggest that 
there was little extended discussion about Holmes playing a high- 
profile role in trying to influence policy. There were some links 
such as the Holmes president serving on the Carnegie Forum and 
on the board of the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards, or a founding Holmes dean moving to a senior posi- 
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tion at the Educational Testing Service, but these did not repre- 
sent systematic strategies to link Holmes with national policy de- 
velopments. 

The Holmes Group as a national body appears not to have 
taken action with regard to the legislative as opposed to the pro- 
fessional policy context, in that the Holmes Group did not speak 
or lobby against more anti-professional policy changes enacted in 
some states. Such changes included quick alternative certification 
programs and caps on professional studies. One long-time 
Holmes board member suggested that the group preferred to 
speak in favor of what they wanted to see rather than speak 
against what they disapproved of. On the other hand, a number 
of Holmes deans talked about their work in their own states, serv- 
ing on state-level committees or providing advice to state officials 
and legislators, but the survey data suggest that this, too, was spo- 
radic and personal rather than systematic. 

It is unlikely that the Holmes Group had the legitimacy and 
the right organizational structure to play a more direct role in na- 
tional and state policy development. For whatever reason, the 
Holmes Group did not wade into the policy debates involving the 
regulatory political role of the state or the internal policies of 
academe. 

C. Conclusion 

A more elaborate action-oriented conclusion is the focus of the 
next chapter. A very brief statement can be made here in relation 
to the three questions that guided our study, and the accomplish- 
ments of the Holmes Group. 

1. How appropriate were the goals of the Holmes Group? 

The Holmes Group agenda in regard to teacher 
preparation might be described as concentrated in three 
areas: improving the arts and sciences preparation of 
teacher candidates, strengthening professional studies at 
schools and colleges of education, and providing more 
solid clinical preparation in PDSes. Colleges of education 
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have a critical role in all three areas. Beyond this emphasis 
on teacher preparation, however, the Holmes Group also 
aimed at changing the conditions in schools for both ( 
teachers and students. The Holmes Group in so doing 
also sought to strengthen the research and development 
base for the teaching profession. 

In general, we would concur with most other ob- 
servers and commentators that the Holmes Group was 
indeed on the right track with the direction of its sug- 
gested reforms. Developing programs to increase the 
content knowledge of prospective teachers and improve 
their understanding of pedagogy, strengthening clinical 
education, and developing the research knowledge base 
—all these made good sense not only for the research 
universities in the Holmes Group but also for other 
teacher preparation institutions. 

The shift in emphasis over the years in the priority 
and attention given to certain goals suggests that events 
led the Holmes Group to reconsider some goals and di- 
rections. The agenda, while remaining supportive of cer- 
tain key principles, has for various reasons shifted over 
time. For example, the Holmes Group was initially 
strongly identified with recommendations for moving ini- 
tial teacher preparation to the postbaccalaureate level and 
for establishing career ladders for teachers. Tomorrow’s 
Teachers clearly stated that organizing members of the 
Holmes Group affirmed that “baccalaureate graduates 
would not be recommended for certification as teachers 
without a professional master’s degree in education” (p. 
74) and that the distinctions in training and responsibility 
between Professional Teachers and Instructors needed to 
remain clear (p. 75). 

Within a few years, however, the emphasis had 
changed. Institutions identified problems with shifting to 
5 -year programs and other reform goals took priority. By 
1995, what had originally been seen as a central feature 



c 0 The Rise and Stall of Teacher Education Reform 



of the Holmes agenda had assumed less importance. 
These adjustments seem to us to be sensible as the 
Holmes Group recognized that differences in local and 
state contexts meant that different routes had to be en- 
tertained in the pursuit of common principles. 

2. What progress have member institutions made with the 
Holmes Group agenda? 

Consistent with the theme of our report — that the 
agenda for reform of teacher education has barely been 
scratched — we could not say that substantial implementa- 
tion has been accomplished, nor would we expect that on 
any scale. Individual institutions have been guided by the 
ideas in Tomorrow’s Teachers and Tomorrow’s Schools, and 
it appears that program changes are occurring. PDSes 
have been established by all Holmes Group members and 
in many other universities, albeit with the problems of 
implementation noted earlier. The research agenda for 
teacher education continues to lag behind, although 
many institutions have research projects underway. The 
influence of the PDS on other schools in the district, 
changes in the colleges of education’s overall teacher 
preparation programs, and transforming incentives and 
the culture of the college as an institution all remain 
problematic. 

3. What impact has the Holmes Group had on the field of 
teacher education beyond its own member institutions? 

It is not, of course, strictly possible to isolate the im- 
pact of the Holmes Group from other reform initiatives 
and groups pushing for similar directions. Specifically, the 
Holmes Group and the NNER now share very similar 
agendas. However, we concur with most of our inter- 
viewees in concluding that Holmes has had considerable 
impact, both on the discourse about teacher education 
and also on action. To a large extent, the Holmes Group, 
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with the publication of Tomorrow’s Teach- 
ers in 1986, set the terms for ensuing de- 
bate about teacher education. One or 
both major Holmes Group publications 
are referenced in most articles about 
teacher education reform in the late 1980s 
and early 1990s. Furthermore, the ideas 
advocated by the Holmes Group have 
been widely adopted: even a cursory 
glance at teacher education journals shows 
a plethora of articles about PDSes and redesigned teacher 
education programs written by authors not associated 
with Holmes institutions. 

More broadly, the Holmes Group has many signifi- 
cant accomplishments to its credit. As we have noted 
throughout this chapter, these include: 

51 the trilogy of reports: Tomorrow’s Teachers , Tomor- 
row’s Schools y and Tomorrow’s Schools of Education ; 
o framing the teacher education reform debate; intro- 
ducing and establishing PDS; 
a stimulating and legitimizing partnerships between 
schools/school districts and universities; 
b contributing to the enhancement of the status of 
schools, colleges, and departments of education 
within universities; 

b providing direction and networking for local and re- 
gional teacher education reform efforts; 
o strengthening, particularly through the Holmes 
Scholars program, minority representation among 
faculty in schools and colleges of education. 

After a decade of pioneering work, the field of education is 
significandy better off because of the work of the Holmes Group 
and its success in bringing national attention to reform in teacher 
education. 
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However, the real question remains — has anybody had a major 
impact on the field of teacher education? Substandard practices 
persist in the shadows of spotiighted reform efforts such as the 
Holmes Group, the National Network for Educational Renewal, 
the Renaissance Group and others, speaking to the enormity and 
complexity of changing institutions that are a century old. What 
then are the issues facing the future of teacher education, and 
more especially — what are the prospects, this time , for real reform? 
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CHAPTER 3 

The Future of Teacher 
Education: 1996-2006 



If it takes a whole village to raise a child, can a whole nation 
change teacher education? We don’t quite have the nation on 
board, but there is a remarkable convergence of forces coming to 
gether in 1996-1997. Recall, however, that there was great en- 
thusiasm, fanfare, and confidence in 1985-1986 when the 
Carnegie and Holmes reports were released. What’s different in 
1996-1997? In answering this question, we consider what is 
needed, what’s happening, and what’s ahead. 

What's Needed 

Early in this report, we raised the question of whether or not soci 
ety wants good teachers enough to advance the cause of teaching 
and teacher education. A major recommendation we have, 
whether for the Holmes Partnership or others, as John Goodlad 
and his colleagues have advocated, pertains to what needs to be 
done to educate society regarding the critical role of well- 
prepared teachers, who understand the public purpose of school- 
ing in a democratic society. Acting on this moral imperative re- 
mains the highest priority. 

Central to this priority is the recognition that teacher prepara 
tion is a subsidiary problem of the larger agenda of what role 
should schools, colleges, and departments of education play in 
wider systemic change. It is important that any strategy must be 
concerned with all the major pieces, even if it does not work on 
them all the time. In this sense, we agree with Joan Walsh (1997) 



. . . [Projects must understand and have a strategy for addressing 
the interconnection of the many issues that contribute to persis- 
tent urban poverty: unemployment, crime, housing, school fail- 
ure, family trouble. But that doesn’t mean that they have to 
work on all of these issues at once. The best projects tackle what 
they are best positioned to make a difference on, and work out 
from there. Projects stall when they’re paralyzed by the mandate 
to do too much. (p. 36) 

Let us start with the larger problem of educational change. 
School reform has not been particularly successful either (and that 
indeed is part of the problem). We have had a broken front of 30 
years of reform efforts and related research. The false but promis- 
ing start of educational reform in die 1960s almost disappeared in 
the 1970s and early 1980s. A new cycle of reform, commencing 
around the time of the formation of the Holmes Group, is now 
beginning to produce new knowledge and insights about what 
makes for success. We will draw on some of this recent research to 
identify and illustrate the key components that must come togeth- 
er. These conclusions about successful school reform also have im- 
plications for successful teacher education reform. 

A good place to start is the report on school restructuring, 
synthesizing 5 years of research in over 800 schools in 16 states 
(Newmann Sc Wehlage, 1995). The convergence of a small num- 
ber of major components is critical in explaining reform. A combi- 
nation of four factors was associated with successful school restruc- 
turing and increased student learning. The critical factors were: 

□ a vision of high-quality student learning; 
a significant changes in teaching practice to support this vi- 
sion of student learning; 
o school organization capacity; 

0 external support. 

Within these factors “professional learning communities were 
critical because they created opportunities for teachers to collabo- 
^ rate and help one another achieve the purpose” (p. 3). “External 
Support” was also essential when it provided “standards for learn - 
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ing of high intellectual quality. . . [and] sustained, school-wide 
staff development” (p. 4). 

These findings are corroborated in other studies. Professional 
learning communities and collaborative work cultures must be, but 
usually are not, combined with external 
systems of standards and support (see also 
Cohen, 1995; Elmore, 1995; Fullan & 

Hargreaves, 1996; Hargreaves & Fullan, 

1998; and McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993). 

Put another way, school reform is also 
stalled. Through tremendous efforts on 
the part of small numbers of committed 
educators, major nationwide reform pro- 
grams have produced pockets of success. 

However, such school initiatives are cur- 
rendy experiencing one or more of the 
following stalled effects: 

1. burnt-out teachers frustrated by 
the difficulty of, or lack of, progress; 

2. problems in staying focused on, or clarifying, the vision in 
practice; 

3. small groups of innovators being isolated from other edu- 
cators in the school or school district — thus the failure to 
achieve whole school or whole district reform; 

4. inability to disseminate the innovation on a wider scale 
without losing quality control. 

The rise and stall of educational reform is essentially a matter 
of “hope on hold,” and the problem is becoming pervasive. 

Furthermore, as we have noted earlier, school reform and 
community reform must go hand in hand. Under conditions of 
poverty, including huge inequities across class and races, the de- 
velopment and mobilization of large numbers of caring adults is 
absolutely critical to the chances of success, and in this sense par- 
ent and community development must be closely linked to 
teacher development. Thus, any set of strategies for reform in 
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teacher education must be concerned with connections to school 
and community reform more generally, even though it might focus 
on the preparation and continuous development of educators. 

Starting with teacher education, we know what the main 
components of reform entail: 

■ a stronger knowledge base for teaching and teacher edu- 
cation; 

■ attracting able, diverse, and committed students to the 
career of teaching; 

■ redesigning teacher preparation programs so that the 
linkages to arts and sciences, and to the field of practice, 
are both strengthened; 

■ reform in the working conditions of schools; 

■ the development and monitoring of external standards 
for programs as well as for teacher candidates and teach- 
ers on the job; and 

■ a rigorous and dynamic research enterprise focusing on 
teaching, teacher education, and on the assessment and 
monitoring of strategies. 

Among other things, this amounts to transforming schools, 
colleges, and departments of education themselves; establishing 
education as a central and vital faculty within the university; creat- 
ing and sustaining close working partnerships between universities 
and schools; and transforming schools and their communities (see 
also Darling-Hammond, 1997b). 

The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future 
(NCTAF) has essentially captured this agenda in setting a “man- 
on- the- moon” benchmark: 

We propose an audacious goal ... by the year 2006, America will 

provide all students in the country with what should be their ed- 
ucational birthright: access to competent, caring, and qualified 

teachers, (p. vi) 
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The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future 
(NCTAF) has five major interlocking strategies formulated to ac- 
complish this: 

■ Get serious about standards, for both students and teach- 
ers; 

■ Reinvent teacher preparation and professional development; 
B Overhaul teacher recruitment, and put qualified teachers 

in every classroom; 

■ Encourage and reward knowledge and skill; and 

■ Create schools that are organized for student and teacher 
success. 



Aside from our earlier warning that greater professionalism 
must encompass greater closeness to parents and the community 
— one that is based on mutual influence — the NCTAF platform is 
impressive. What is needed, then, is the specific work to accom- 
plish this tremendously ambitious agenda. What can best express 
this at the micro and macro levels? Rela- 
tive to the former, what is needed on the 

ground is the detailed design and opera- at the macro level, 

tionalization of new teacher education 
programs as embedded in their school and 
district partnerships. These prototypes 
must struggle with how to learn from 
each other, but especially how best to 
broaden their influence by establishing 
two-way learning relationships with non- 
prototype (so to speak) schools. 

At the macro level, we need to figure out how to reduce clut- 
ter and increase coordination. On the one hand, homogenous 
harmonization is neither possible nor desirable. On the other 
hand, the field is badly in need of more partnerships, greater co- 
ordination of initiatives, and more concentrated political resolve 
to carry the agenda forward in the face of great inertia. The poli- 
tics of completing a commission report is one thing; the politics 
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of establishing sustained pressure and support for implementation 
is another. 

Wmay's EHIappenong 

If you like alphabet soup, you will love this section. At the nation- 
al level, there are four major new developments which are mostly 
interrelated. They concern the newly formed Holmes Partnership 
(HP), the follow-up implementation of the National Commission 
on Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF) and three brand 
new major U.S. Department of Education initiatives: the reautho- 
rization of Tide V of the Higher Education Act, driven by a vi- 
sion, “Shaping the Profession that Shapes America’s Future” 
(SPSAF); the National Partnership for Excellence and Account- 
ability in Teaching (NPEAT); and the creation of a National Re- 
search Center on Policy and Teaching Excellence (NRCPTE). 

1.THE HOLMES PARTNERSHIP (HP) 

The Holmes Group recognized many of the problems we identi- 
fied in our assessment of its work. To move beyond the stall it 
needed to generate new power and momentum, develop a more 
comprehensive program of policy action, build greater organiza- 
tion capacity, and establish alliances and partnerships with other 
major players. It has done just that taking the following actions at 
its annual meeting in January 1997. 

First, the Holmes Group was renamed the Holmes Partner- 
ship to signify that any further action must focus on reconstituting 
the school of education “in partnership with schools” and “in 
partnership with other national groups.” 

Second, the goals of the Holmes Partnership were recalibrat- 
ed. While the Holmes Group stalled, the ideas did not die. The 
total number of goals in the trilogy of publications was about 20 
— too many to make operational. The new Holmes Partnership 
formally adopted six goals: 

Goal 1: High-Quality Professional Preparation (provide 

exemplary programs that demonstrate attention to 
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the needs of diverse children and youth, and that 
reflect research and best practice) 

Goal 2: Simultaneous Renewal (of schools and of the edu- 

cation of teachers through strong partnerships) 

Goal 3: Equity, Diversity, and Cultural Competence (ac- 

tively work on equity by recruiting, preparing, and 
sustaining diverse faculty in schools and schools of 
education) 

Goal 4: Scholarly Inquiry and Programs of Research 

(conduct and disseminate a program of research to 
continually inform policy and practice) 

Goal 5: Faculty Development (provide high-quality doc- 

toral programs and other forms of advanced profes- 
sional development) 

Goal 6: Policy Initiation (engage in policy analysis and ad- 

vocacy). 

Third, new governance was established in the form of a 
broadly representative board of directors, five at-large members, 
10 regional representatives, and seven partner representatives 
from national groups. The board has a five-member executive. In 
addition, officers of the partnership include a president (Nancy 
Zimpher), five vice-presidents (one from each region), and an ex- 
ecutive director (Frank Murray). 

Fourth, an elaborate organization and network of actions 
have been established to work on strategies to implement the six 
goals including: five levels [local, state, regional, national, (and 
soon) international]; annual national as well as regional working 
sessions; communications involving listservs, websites, and a 
repository for documents. 

Fifth, the HP is expanding to include national partners. 

Seven have joined up to this point: 

a American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education 
(AACTE) 

q American Federation of Teachers (AFT) 
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n National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
(NBPTS) 

■ National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 
(NCATE) 

■ National Education Association (NEA) 

■ National Policy Board for Educational Administration 
(NPBEA) 

■ National Staff Development Council (NSDC) 

Several other national partners are being recruited. 

Sixth, the HP aspires to become a national center for research 
on teacher education, planning to document, monitor, and evalu- 
ate developments in teacher education inside and outside Holmes’ 
work. HP will focus on creating a strategic action agenda to en- 
sure that it meets the goals that it has established. The work will 
be conducted in teams at the local, state, and regional levels 
through a “temporary system” of school and university partici- 
pants who select and bid to carry out different tasks. A board re- 
treat was held in August 1997 to chart a series of “design op- 
tions” and to place those selected on a timeline and 5 -year 
budgetary plan. There is a great deal of interest among HP mem- 
bers in participating in this multi-year, multifaceted strategic re- 
search agenda. 

Seventh, new intensive partnerships devoted to urban teacher 
education will be launched as part of the Urban Network for Im- 
proving Teacher Education, II (UNITE II). UNITE I, unconnect- 
ed to Holmes, consisted of nine schools of education which oper- 
ated over a 3-year period (1993-1996) focusing on leadership, 
program development in partnership with schools, and faculty de- 
velopment (see Thiessen Sc Howey, 1998). UNITE II has been in- 
corporated into HP, and will intensify these efforts with as many as 
40-50 urban partnerships (a subset of HP, if you like) which will 
engage in program development, research, and dissemination in 
relation to three goals: (1) recruiting and preparing qualified teach- 
ers for urban schools, (2) focusing on high-performance teaching 
and learning, and (3) addressing directly the conditions and pro- 
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fessional culture in both P-12 schools and schools and colleges of 
education to support teaching and learning. The concept is to es- 
tablish a national program of improvement-oriented research in- 
volving collaborative teams of professors and school-based profes- 
sionals. 

Eighth, HP will maintain and greatly enhance the successful 
Holmes Scholars program designed to recruit and support future 
school of education professoriate from underrepresented groups. 

In sum, the Holmes Partnership has acted, at least in its initial 
design, to address the gaps identified in our case study and is well 
positioned to act more systematically on its original and enhanced 
mandate. 

2. NCTAF IMPLEMENTATION 

Most commissions report, cause temporary excitement, and fade. 
Not so with NCTAF. Aji implementation secretariat is carrying on 
the work under the direction of Linda Darling-Hammond, the 
executive director of the commission. Twelve states have signed 
on “to work as partners with the commission ... to create new 
policies and practices for dramatically improving the quality of 
teaching” (Darling-Hammond, 1997a). 

To become a partner state, each state was asked to submit a pro- 
posal that showed a statewide commitment to implementing a 
teacher quality agenda in the areas outlined in What Matters 
Most , and endorsements from the governor’s office, chief state 
school officer, state board of education, and key education lead- 
ers. Each partner state agreed to assemble a broad-based policy 
group that would ensure the involvement of key stakeholders, in- 
cluding representatives from the governor’s office; relevant state 
education agencies; boards having authority for teacher educa- 
tion as well as elementary, secondary, and higher education; pro- 
fessional associations; state legislators; leaders from the business 
community; and other public education and community advo- 
cates. Each state’s policy group is responsible for receiving the 
results of a policy inventory that examines the full range of 
teacher-related issues — recruitment, preparation, licensing, in- 
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duction, certification, and ongoing professional development — as 

well as broader issues of student standards and school reform. 

(Darling-Hammond, 1997, p. 6) 

The first year of work, already underway, includes: 

1. creating networking opportunities so that state policy 
teams can share strategies, progress, and experiences; 

2. developing and leading a policy inventory process where- 
by each state collects, analyzes, and reports information 
that outlines the status of teaching and teacher quality in 
the state; and 

3. assisting states in using the policy inventory process to 
deepen public and practitioner understanding of the is- 
sues and to create state-level action plans to pursue a 
teacher development agenda linked to other school re- 
forms (Darling-Hammond, 1997, p. 7). 

Recall that the commission set a 10-year benchmark that by 
2006, every student in the country will have a caring and compe- 
tent teacher. There is a sense of urgency as the commission devel- 
ops what it calls “far-reaching implementation plans.” 

Enter the Department of Education with three major initia- 
tives: Reauthorization of Title V, NPEAT, and NRCPTE. 

3. REAUTHORIZATION OF TITLE V— THE HIGHER 
EDUCATION ACT 

As we write, major developments are underway to reauthorize 
Title V by providing policy impetus and corresponding resources 
for reforming teacher education in the country. In a discussion 
document, “Shaping the Profession that Shapes America’s Fu- 
ture” (SPSAF), which takes its cue from NCTAF, the remarkable 
statement is made that the “front-end” of teacher education de- 
serves the lion’s share of attention (remarkable in that we have 
consistendy observed that there does not appear to be the politi- 
cal will to take initial teacher education seriously): 
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The task is clear. Fundamentally, we must connect in a powerful 
way the quest for improved student achievement with the de- 
mand for increased teacher performance. The nation must move 
beyond its piecemeal and fragmented approaches to teacher de- 
velopment to create frameworks for policy and practice that com- 
prehensively and coherendy connect the different stages of a 
teacher’s career (recruitment, preparation, induction, and ongo- 
ing professional development) to national, state, and district edu- 
cation goals. Colleges and universities, schools, school districts, 
governors and legislatures, state departments of education, state 
higher education commissions, and the U.S. Department of Edu- 
cation all need to address teacher development as a priority issue. 

The U.S. Department of Education, for its part, must ad- 
dress all of these issues of teacher quality. One medium through 
which we can advance our teacher development vision is the 
Higher Education Act, whose reauthorization is scheduled for 
this year. Title V of this law currently authorizes numerous, dis- 
connected programs relating to the professional development of 
teachers, only one of which receives funding. We have the oppor- 
tunity now to create a strong Title V. However, instead of ad- 
dressing all aspects of teacher development in this title, our pro- 
posal for its reauthorization will focus a the front-end of the 
professional development continuum — the recruitment, prepara- 
tion, and induction of teachers and principals. (U.S. Department 
of Education, 1997, p. 9) 

On July 17, 1997, President Clinton announced the Depart- 
ment of Education’s Title V reauthorization proposal at the 
NAACP conference, calling it an initiative “to attract talented 
people of all backgrounds into teaching at low-income schools 
across the nation, and to dramatically improve the quality of 
teaching and preparation given our future teacher” (July 17, press 
release). The department has since transmitted its proposed legis- 
lation to Congress, where it awaits consideration by the House 
and Senate. 

The initiative has two parts, for which the administration re- 
quests a total of $350 million over 5 years. Part A of the proposed 
legislation would authorize grants to “lighthouse partnerships” 
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between exemplary teacher preparation institutions, school dis- 
tricts, and other higher education institutions. The program 
would seek to identify and spread best practices in teacher educa- 
tion and would promote K-12 educators’ vital role in designing 
and implementing effective teacher preparation programs: 

This initiative will provide competitive 5 -year grants to 10-15 
national “lighthouse” models of excellence — institutions of high- 
er education that operate the highest quality teacher education 
programs. Each institution receiving a “lighthouse” grant will 
use a majority of these resources to help 8-15 other institutions 
of higher education improve their teacher preparation programs, 
helping to improve the preparation of future teachers at 150 in- 
stitutions of higher education across the nation. These institu- 
tions must place a large number of graduates in high -poverty 
urban or rural schools. (July 17, press release) 

Part B would authorize grants to partnerships between insti- 
tutions of higher education and school districts in high-poverty 
urban and rural areas to recruit teachers and prepare them well. 
The partnerships would design recruitment and preparation pro- 
grams to fit their teaching needs, providing both scholarships and, 
if necessary, support services to potential teachers. The adminis- 
tration estimates that the recruitment partnerships would support 
the recruitment of 35,000 teachers over the next 5 years to teach 
in underserved urban and rural schools. 

It is still too early to tell if the actual reauthorization of Title 
V will receive political support and the allocation of significant re- 
sources to the redesign of teacher education programs. For the 
first time, however, political support exists on a wide scale from 
the president, many state governors, nearly all of the national edu- 
cation associations, and the U.S. Department of Education itself. 
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4. THE NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP FOR 
EXCELLENCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY IN 
TEACHING (NPEAT) 

The United States Department of Education issued a request for 
proposals in spring 1997 for a $24 million, 5-year initiative on 
teacher education and continuous professional development. As 
stated in the request: 

The Partnership shall facilitate national efforts to support and 
sustain long-term improvements in teaching preparation and 
career-long learning; identify/develop a variety of proven, replic- 
able teacher preparation and professional development programs; 
identify/develop effective programs to advance teacher account- 
ability; conduct research on the incentives and impediments for 
positive change in teaching and its contexts; and, carry out tech- 
nical assistance and dissemination activities. (U.S. Department of 
Education, 1997a) 

One contract will be awarded, up to $4 million in Year 1 and 
$5 million for each of the four subsequent years. An award is ex- 
pected to be granted in 1997. NPEAT will provide an opportuni- 
ty for some of the critical issues identified by HP and NCTAF to 
be addressed. 

5. THE NATIONAL RESEARCH CENTER ON 
POLICY AND TEACHING EXCELLENCE 
(NRCPTE) 

The Department of Education also issued a call for proposals in 
spring 1997 for a new 5-year, $7.5 million national research cen- 
ter that will investigate policy-making and policy structures de- 
signed to achieve excellence in teaching. The center will look at 
policies and policy-making at all levels of government with an eye 
to improving the quality of teaching. Among its mandates is to 
“conduct a program of research and development that will aid . 
policymakers throughout the nation at all levels of government 
and all levels of the educational system ... to achieve the goal of 
teaching excellence and ensure continuous effort related to that 
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goal.” An award is expected soon with work to begin in 1997- 
1998. 

Wmay's Ameaep 

Never before has teacher education experienced such a massive 
outpouring of political and fiscal action. Are we witnessing sys- 
temic synergy or considerable clutter? On the positive side, the 
agendas of the various groups and initiatives referred to in this re- 
port are essentially compatible. There is a philosophical, program- 
matic and strategic convergence of opinion about what needs to 
be done, and how urgent the problem is. Also positive is the pre- 
disposition of the different players to join in partnership in rela- 
tion to policy and funding opportunities. Finally, there has been a 
great deal of initial work on the ground (for example, in Holmes 
and in Goodlad’s National Network of Educational Renewal) 
which has resulted in a wide range of local capacity and commit- 
ment ready to link into and otherwise be mobilized by appropri- 
ate state, regional, and national strategies. 

On the negative side is the nagging feeling that we are dealing 
with a reform proposition so profound that the teaching profes- 
sion itself, along with the culture of schools and schools of educa- 
tion, will have to undergo total transformation in order for sub- 
stantial progress to be made — that the agenda is much, much 
deeper than many realize. Included in this transformation is the 
growing realization that the walls of the school are tumbling 
down, requiring teachers and principals to radically reframe their 
relationship to parents and the community, governments, technol- 
ogy, the corporate sector, and the teaching profession as a whole 
(Hargreaves and Fullan, 1998). 

We asked at the beginning of this chapter, “what’s different 
about 1996-199 7, compared to 1986” when Holmes started. The 
Holmes Group, a decade ago, was a pioneer in launching an ambi- 
tious agenda into uncharted territory which enjoyed litde political 
favor either at the policy level, or at the level of the institutional 
politics of schools, colleges, and departments of education and 
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their universities. A good deal was accom- 
plished as individual institutions mobilized 
for reform, and as the Holmes collective 
articulated the trilogy of books. As far as 
implementation is concerned, however, we 
concluded that teacher education reform 
was introduced, but not substantially acted 
on. Right now, in 1997, reforming the 
profession of teaching is still a fragile and 
fledging proposition. 

There is a difference as we approach 

the second decade of reform. There has 

never been a greater convergence of polit- 
ical and programmatic agreement, energy, and sense of urgency 
that immediate and sustained action on a comprehensive scale 
must take place. It is underway, and we have never seen the likes 
of it in the history of the teaching profession. 

At the same time, there are many opportunities to slip “be- 
twixt the cup and the lip.” States are differentially interested 
and/ or wrongheaded about teacher education reform, and it is at 
the state level where the policy responsibility lies (on the other 
hand, some states like the 12 that have joined NCTAF are willing 
to commit to an agenda of detailed implementation). 

Will states and universities bite the bullet in closing those 
schools and colleges of education, among the almost 1,300 that 
exist, which should not stay in business? Are schools of education 
and their universities actually capable of going through with the 
internal reculturing of incentives, rewards, and reorganization 
necessary to become effective partners? Can schools and districts 
change to build the kinds of organization and infrastructures nec- 
essary to support the new profession envisaged in the current re- 
form agenda? How will we contend with the practical pressures of 
hiring substandard teachers in times of certain shortages over the 
next decade? 

We say all of this only to stress how truly profound the agen- 
da is. It is every bit the crisis that the medical profession faced in 
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FOR THE FIRST TIME 



THE TEACHING 



PROFESSION INTO THE 



POSTMODERN AGE. 



1910 when Abraham Flexner found it in a 
we have a chance state of disrepair. Seymour Sarason ob- 
served that the medical profession and so- 
ciety take a different attitude to the prob- 
OF really bringing lem of curing cancer than they do to the 
problem of addressing the ills of educa- 
tion. Curing cancer is seen as a complex 
proposition that will take decades of at- 
tention; people get busy working inten- 
sively on the problem. Beyond rhetoric 
and episodic commissions, sustained at- 
tention to teacher education reform has so 
far turned out to be politically unattractive. If society can devote 
itself to decades of energy to solve the many forms of cancer, we 
could do the same for reforming teacher education and the pro- 
fession of teaching. 

Only a feet-to-the-fire sustained effort taking at least a decade 
of intensive work by many partners has any chance of making 
headway. We have never been in a better position than now to 
take the actions required. We have a chance for the first time of 
really bringing the teaching profession into the postmodern age. 

We could do this but then again, we may not. And that is 
what the rise and stall of reform in teacher education is all about. 
The period 1996-2006 will turn out to be the defining decade, 
not only for teacher education, and not only for the entire teach- 
ing profession, but also for the schools in the nation. 
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"The Holmes Group... lived in the public eye for 10 years... At 
some ontologically obscure moment in Missouri, the Holmes Group was 
honored with the appropriate obsequies, and its spirit reborn (or per- 
haps not) in the new form of the Holmes Partnership. These pages tell 
the story of that evolution, and assess the impact of 10 years of sus- 
tained hard work. They give a subtly balanced account of achievement 
and of failure." • ' 
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